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 This volume is about the complex relationship between Platonism and Christian 
thought in Late Antiquity. Rooted in the pagan world, Platonism was perceived 
by Christian intellectuals as a competitor to the faith in the religious and intel-
lectual market, while also representing a rich source of philosophical material 
that could be appropriated in their own rational inquiries. Christian receptions 
of Platonism therefore oscillated between rejection and appropriation, and it is 
the inner workings of that multifaceted relationship which is the subject of this 
book. The chapters are united in their goal to explore transformations that took 
place in the reception and interaction process and to discuss aspects of the rela-
tionship between Platonism and Christianity in Late Antiquity. In dealing with 
cases of reception of Platonic material in Christian thought, the contributions 
of this volume show that transmission of cultural content is always mediated, 
and ought to be studied as transformations that occur by way of selections and 
interpretations. Exploring the transformations that took place in the reception 
of Platonism in early Christian thought, these chapters study various ways in 
which Christian intellectuals engaged with Platonism both as pagan competi-
tors and as a source of philosophical material useful to the Christian faith. 
The contributions also deal with various aspects concerning the general discus-
sion on how Platonic/Hellenic philosophy and early Christian thought related 
to each other, examining the differences and common ground between these 
traditions. 
 With the rise of Christianity in the Greco-Roman world and its increasing 
worldly success, it was perhaps inevitable that Christian intellectuals would 
engage with the schools of ancient philosophy. In fact, Christianity was from 
its very beginning embedded in the intellectual discourse of the Greco-Roman 
world. The use of philosophical terms and conceptions in Christian literature 
that originated with Hellenic culture is as old as the Christian movement itself. 
Beginning with the New Testament, early Christians used philosophical lan-
guage to communicate their beliefs. Paul’s speech on the Areopagus was for 
example an intervention into the discourse of the hegemonic intellectual milieu 
of the time, using philosophical discourse in order to make himself understood 
and to appear convincing to his audience of pagan intellectuals. Here we encoun-
ter for the first time the idea that the message of the faith could be translated 
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into a language, which until then had been the exclusive property of pagan intel-
lectuals. If Paul’s appeal was addressed to intellectuals outside the faith, later 
Christians would also engage with ancient philosophy for the sake of rational 
inquiries in their own right. 
 Among the philosophical schools of Antiquity, it was however with Platonism 
that early Christianity would experience its most creative and enduring intellec-
tual encounters. The Christian receptions of Platonism were facilitated by their 
shared fortunes, as the formation of early Christian thought coincided with the 
revival of Plato’s dogmatic philosophy in the first centuries CE. As Christianity 
gained a foothold in late ancient society, it also increasingly started to engage 
with the intellectual discourses of the Greco-Roman world – a world in which 
the late Platonic movement was becoming a leading intellectual force. While 
the Platonic movement interpreted and systematised the teachings of Plato, the 
Christian thought was intent on interpreting and systematising the faith. Both 
movements showed themselves to be open to appropriating material from other 
systems. Just as the Platonic movement integrated material from Stoic and Peri-
patetic philosophy, the intellectual inquiries of the Christian movement engaged 
with the philosophical traditions of the Greco-Roman world, in various ways. 
Christian receptions of Platonic philosophy were multifaceted, spanning from 
complete rejection to conditional approval. This complex relationship was not 
specific to Platonism, but reflects the attitudes of early Christian culture to Hel-
lenic philosophy in general. We can therefore not speak of a uniform transmis-
sion from Platonism to Christianity, only a wide range of strategies employed 
when material was transported from one context to another. The chapters of this 
volume are case studies of this process. If our introduction lines up some of the 
methodological principles, case studies are required to explore the phenomenon 
in detail. 
 The concepts “influence” and “legacy” have been subjected to much criti-
cism over the past few decades. This is because they may conceal the agency 
that necessarily is involved in appropriation. Whatever the intellectual legacy 
of ancient philosophy, reception necessarily includes an active interpretation of 
the appropriated material. There can have been no  direct transmissions of that 
material, only transfers which necessarily involved selection and mediation from 
one context to another. In our view, Christian intellectuals ought therefore to be 
seen as agents of transmission in the reception process – an aspect which may 
become obscured when we speak about “influence” or “legacy.” If the philo-
sophical material that we discover in Christian texts can be identified as having a 
Platonic provenance, that material may appear in response to questions foreign to 
the Platonic tradition, for example situated in contexts that pertain to intellectual 
inquiries into the Christian faith or other issues motivated by a human, ratio-
nal curiosity. Reception is therefore always already mediated since it is molded 
by the horizon of the receiver, bestowing a meaning upon the material deter-
mined by contexts. When used as a response to Christian questions, the Platonic 
material was re-situated and transformed in accordance with Christian values 
and purposes. To study the transfer of philosophical concepts and theories from 
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a pagan to a Christian context is to study how that material was transformed. 
Therefore, a number of contributions in this volume examine the  creative aspects 
in which Christian thinkers engaged with Platonic material, exploring how the 
Platonic legacy was transformed in Christian contexts. In tracing this transmis-
sion, these contributions examine how a certain concept or doctrine changed 
meaning in the course of transmission, as it was uprooted from one context and 
placed into another – from the problems related to the Platonic worldview to the 
questions relevant to the Christian tradition. This methodology, analyzing the 
movement of material from one context to another (from a pagan to a Christian 
context), enables us to assess Christianity in relationship to Platonism. What 
did Christian intellectuals in Late Antiquity find useful in the Platonic tradition? 
Which changes did the material undergo with the swap of contexts? In turn, this 
approach also makes visible what Christian writers did  not find to be of value in 
Platonism. What did Christians ignore or reject in the Platonic tradition? Recep-
tion studies are therefore expedient for inquiring into the dividing lines between 
paganism and Christianity. 
 Transformations aside, could the Christian appropriations of Platonic phi-
losophy meaningfully be said to constitute a development of the Platonic tradi-
tion? In a famous essay, Heinrich Dörrie contended that Christian appropriation 
of Platonic material amounted to a de-platonisation. 1 According to Dörrie, in 
the cases where material was uprooted from a Platonic context and inserted into 
a Christian one, the essentials of Platonism were  eo ipso purged, effectively 
accomplishing a de-platonisation in the process. We think, however, that Dör-
rie’s claim rests on a somewhat narrow definition of what tradition is. Examin-
ing how Platonic material was continued and transformed in Christian contexts, 
we submit that this volume can also meaningfully be said to be a contribution 
to studies on the development of the Platonic tradition. It has occasionally been 
discussed in scholarly literature whether Platonic philosophers were receptive to 
influences from the Christian movement. It is however not development in  that 
sense which we here refer to. Rather, we claim that Christian transformations 
of Platonic material itself amount to a development of the Platonic tradition. 
Tracing the “afterlife” of Platonic material in Christian writers is to explore how 
Platonism continued to be used in intellectual inquiries into subjects that were 
unknown to the Platonic philosophers. In several cases, Christians developed 
the Platonic tradition in new and unexpected ways, asking new questions to 
the tradition that they engaged with and using it for problem-solving that was 
unknown to the Platonists themselves. From this point of view, it can meaning-
fully be said that the Platonic tradition was subject to development from the 
Christians. In this way, Christian intellectuals contributed to transform and dis-
seminate the Platonic tradition, transporting its material into new areas of intel-
lectual thought. The appropriations would therefore be a development of the 
Platonic tradition, albeit within a Christian frame that could not identify itself 
with pagan philosophy. The receptions of Platonic material in Christian thought 
are therefore relevant to the studies of the development of both the Platonic and 
the Christian tradition. 
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 Christian methodologies 
 Some observations on Christian intellectuals’  own methodologies might also be in 
order here. First, there was no lack of endorsements of Platonic philosophy among 
early Christians, including acknowledgements that the Platonists had come close 
to the truth. Even the mature Augustine, for example, could claim that no other 
philosophical school had come closer to the Christian doctrine than the Pla-
tonists. 2 With such statements, the usefulness of Platonic doctrines and concepts 
were given an explicit endorsement. Based on the perceived similarities between 
Platonism and Christianity, Christian intellectuals also willingly appropriated 
Platonic material for their own purposes. But which methodological principles 
did they themselves use when engaging with the Platonic material; how did they 
reason about their appropriation of material from Platonic philosophers? This is 
the subject of  Part I of this volume, which deals with Christian methodologies and 
rhetorical strategies in the encounters with Platonic material. 
 There was a long-standing Christian discourse on Hellenic culture that had 
established some methodological principles for how Christians rightfully could 
engage with pagan material and use it for their own ends. The arguably most 
famous expression of this methodology is found in the application of the verse 
in Exod 12:35–36, in which the Israelites were asked to plunder the silver, gold, 
and clothing of the Egyptians on their way to the promised land. According to 
these methodological principles, the truth necessarily belonged to Christianity, 
and therefore all truth rightfully had to be considered Christian truth. From the 
viewpoint of Christian intellectuals, the use of Platonic material was therefore 
not seen as appropriation, but was justified and explained as  re-appropriation . 
Based on the principle of “fair use” ( usus iustus ), the intellectual heritage of Hel-
lenic culture could be integrated into Christian culture with only small modifica-
tions. 3 From this perspective, Hellenic philosophy was still considered as lacking 
or false, but nonetheless, it justified the practice of using in their own rational 
inquiries elements from Hellenic philosophy that was perceived to be in agree-
ment with Christian teachings. If something true was found in Plato or in the later 
Platonic tradition, then it had to be reckoned as a truth belonging to Christianity. 
Acknowledgement of Platonism was thus not an acknowledgement of intellectual 
debt, but a purification of truth from the falsehood of paganism. To appropriate 
material from a pagan context to a Christian one, was equal to removing any dis-
turbing or false elements from the truth; to engage with Plato was to purify the 
unclean and put it into its appropriate context. In the first chapter of this volume, 
 Sébastien Morlet inquires into this methodology of early Christian intellectu-
als, examining how key figures like Origen, Clement of Alexandria and Eusebius 
viewed the agreements and disagreements between Platonism and Christianity. 
This reveals the rich discourse established in early Christianity for how to deal 
with the apparent truths, which could be found in Platonic writings. 
 Another methodological strategy was that of casting Plato and his philosophy, 
which arguably had anteceded Christianity in the chronological order, as a “prepara-
tion” for the Gospels. Clement of Alexandria was one of the first writers to view 
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Hellenic philosophy as preparation for Christianity – the Greek philosophers had 
anteceded the Gospels, but only with Christ, the incarnated Word, did the truths of 
Hellenic philosophy find their fulfillment. This methodology effectively offered 
an intellectual resolution to the dual relationship toward the philosophical tradi-
tion: by being assigned a preparatory role, Hellenic philosophy was conceded a 
certain part in the truth, while at the same time being kept at a distance from the 
truth itself because it did not take part in Revelation. As preparation, Hellenic 
philosophy was never sufficient in itself, but would need Christianity for its par-
tial truths to find their fulfillment. Christians could in this way acknowledge the 
achievements of rational analysis and the relative merits of Plato and the later Pla-
tonic tradition without conceding to Platonism knowledge of the essential truths, 
which only had been communicated to human beings with Revelation. In accor-
dance with this strategy, Hellenic philosophy was incorporated within history, 
and Platonism could be given a position in preparing the ground for the Chris-
tian faith. Relegated to preparation and introduction, Hellenic philosophy would 
always remain outside of salvific knowledge. This methodology was suitable to 
justify the appropriation of philosophical material in a selective way, whenever 
something was found that was in accordance with the faith. In her chapter,  Chris-
tina Hoenig explores the strategy employed by Augustine in using Plato as a 
pseudo-prophet against later Platonists. By reference to metaphysical and episte-
mological language from the  Timaeus , Augustine argues that Plato anticipated the 
human-divine relationship that was revealed through the Gospel – a strategy by 
which, as Hoenig shows, Augustine pits Plato against the current-day Platonists 
who refuse to acknowledge the incarnated Word. Plato had perhaps not grasped 
the role of the mediator, but he evidently understood a lot more than his arrogant 
inheritors, Augustine argues. 
 We ought not to forget that there existed a relationship of competition between 
Platonism and Christianity in Late Antiquity – Platonism was not only perceived 
as a rival in intellectual matters that sometimes erred in its rational inquiries, but 
as a movement that itself had religious qualities (or at any rate was perceived to 
have such qualities in the religious landscape of the period). Platonic philosophy 
was committed to inquire by rational means into the principles of reality, but 
it also held these highest principles to be divine. Plotinus added an element of 
spiritual mysticism to his interpretation of Plato’s philosophy, and later Neopla-
tonists only reinforced this vein of spiritual or religious sentiment to the Platonic 
tradition in Late Antiquity. Any modern bifurcation between philosophy and reli-
gion was non-existent, and hence Christians naturally perceived Platonism as a 
religious competitor. The Platonism of Late Antiquity must have been seen by 
Christians as a religion on its own, committed to a philosophy that offered sal-
vation. Platonism might even have competed with Christianity on the universal 
salvation of human beings, as seen for example in the works of Porphyry. 4 The 
philosopher from Tyre remained a perennial foe to the Christian faith. In her chap-
ter,  Christine Hecht explores Eusebius’ reception of Porphyry’s daemonology. 
The daemons were a part of the inventory of the classical world that caused much 
distress to the Christian system – Christ had of course come to break the chains 
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of the daemons and free human beings from their evil influence. Hecht shows the 
rhetorical aims involved in Eusebius’ representation of Porphyry’s daemonology, 
which often distorted what seem to have been the philosopher’s original claims 
about the daemons. 
 What did Christians find useful in Platonism? 
 In general terms, Platonism had an  enabling effect on the early Christian tradition. 
It was enabling in the sense that it provided Christians with an intellectual appa-
ratus that allowed for new and advanced interpretations of beliefs and doctrines, 
providing a philosophical system consisting of terms and conceptions that could 
be integrated as means to interpretations and problem-solving within the faith. 
This claim is of course, to some degree or another, valid for all ancient schools of 
philosophy, and there were certainly also other philosophical traditions that made 
their influence on early Christian thought, such as Stoicism, for example. How-
ever, it is likely correct to say that among the philosophical schools of Antiquity, 
it was with the Platonic tradition that Christian intellectuals enjoyed the most cre-
ative and enduring relationship. A correspondence between Plato’s philosophy and 
the Christian religion was observed by several Christian thinkers in Late Antiq-
uity. Augustine could even claim that the extent of agreement between two move-
ments was so large that the difference mainly was a matter of words. 5 Sympathetic 
reading of Plato’s writings could extend further than expected, surprisingly even 
into areas of Christian doctrine in which there was widespread acknowledgement 
that Platonic philosophy diverged from the faith: in his  Stromateis , for example, 
Clement of Alexandria speculated that the myth of Er in Plato’s  The Republic is an 
allusion to the resurrection of the body; 6 Justin Martyr was even willing to believe 
that the letter chi (X) which Plato in the  Timaeus held to be the shape of the world 
soul, was a reference to the cross of Christ. 7 
 Within which areas of philosophy were early Christians most likely to per-
ceive common ground with the Platonists? It seems that the observation of a 
widespread appropriation of Platonic philosophy in Christian thought requires 
an explanation. How do we explain the relative appeal of Platonism to Christian 
thought? What was it about Platonic philosophy – in comparison to other philo-
sophical schools in antiquity – that made it seem so useful to Christians in their 
intellectual inquiries? Evidence suggests that metaphysics is the area in which 
early Christians tended to find the most extensive agreements between the faith 
and Platonic philosophy. 8 What the two movements have in common is the belief 
that the world depends on the absolute reality of a divine being, since also Chris-
tians could think of the principles of the cosmos as keeping place in an invisible 
realm unavailable to the senses. The Platonic doctrine that there is a primary real-
ity that exists prior to the physical world that we can apprehend with our senses, 
was easily integrated into the Christian distinction between God the creator and 
the created world, although there were differences in how they saw generation or 
creation to have taken place. Adopting Platonic discourse, Christians acquired a 
way to articulate the chasm between Creator and creation by using distinctions 
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such as invisible/visible, permanence/becoming, and the novel uncreated/cre-
ated, essence/activity. 
 More broadly, Christianity did find much common ground with the metaphysical 
inquiries of ancient philosophy. Ancient philosophy had always been committed 
to inquire into the principles of reality, and this was a philosophical discourse into 
which Christian intellectuals willingly entered. One of the main objections against 
Hellenic philosophy was the status of the cosmos, which Christians held to have 
been created from nothing ( creatio ex nihilo ) with a temporal beginning. In their 
arguments against the Hellenic philosophers, Christian intellectuals attempted to 
show that the principle of reality that the philosophers had been searching for is 
the Christian God, who is the ultimate cause that has generated the cosmos. Here, 
however, Christian interpreters could find a philosophical ally in Plato. Christian 
engagement with Platonist metaphysics had Plato’s  Timaeus as its main text – 
the work had a formidable history of reception in Christian literature, which was 
anticipated by Philo of Alexandria, who already had made use of the  Timaeus 
in his interpretation of Genesis. 9 For later Christian writers too, the cosmogonic 
explanation given in the  Timaeus largely agreed with the creation account in Gen-
esis. In the cosmogonic account presented in the  Timaeus , the demiurge is held 
to be the superior principle of generation, shaping the cosmos after the Forms. Its 
goodness is not inherent to the cosmos itself, but arranged from the outside. In 
the Christian perception, the  Timaeus story nicely fitted with the key doctrine that 
the cosmos is created – and not eternal, as ancient philosophy otherwise would 
have it to be. While there were various interpretations of the demiurge within the 
Platonic tradition, Christians agreed with the idea that the cosmos is generated by 
a divine principle, that is, an active principle of generation, which otherwise could 
not be found in the other philosophical schools. According to this interpretation of 
the cosmogony in the  Timaeus , Christians could establish common ground with 
Platonism with regard to the generation of the world. 
 Part II of the volume is focused on cosmology. Beside philosophical inquiries 
into the fundamental principles of reality, cosmology in the Platonic tradition also 
dealt with matter. Being either a preexisting something or the last phase of emana-
tion void of form, matter remained somewhat of an “embarrassment” to the spiri-
tual and moral aspirations of the Platonic philosopher, but none the less a subject 
worthy of analysis. Moreover, it held an indisputable position within the Platonic 
movement, since Plato had dealt with matter in the  Timaeus – although in a way 
that left much room for interpretations by the later tradition. Matter was also sub-
ject to reception in early Christian thought, as shown by  Enrico Moro in “Patris-
tic reflections on formless matter.” The doctrine of creation had a prominent 
standing within Christian theology. Christians did of course take a positive view 
on creation, which they held to be the product of the creator God in Genesis. But 
where did matter fit in this picture? Moro analyses the Platonic concept of prime 
matter in early Christian thought, showing how this concept could be employed 
in inquiries into Genesis and the creation of the world, enabling new interpreta-
tions of Scripture. However, reception can differ from the original: in his chapter 
“Plotinus’ doctrine of badness as matter in  Ennead I 8 (51),”  Eyjólfur Kjalar 
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Emilsson examines Plotinus’ claim that matter is absolute badness. Plotinus held 
that matter, since it is devoid of form, being and goodness, must be responsible 
for bad things for living bodies, such as illness, poverty, and vice in souls. The 
chapter discusses Plotinus’ explanation as to how badness is related to matter, and 
moreover puts into perspective the receptions that Moro analyses in the preceding 
chapter (as well as other aspects of Christian reception of Plotinus). 10 
 One of the fundamental divergences between Platonism and Christian thought 
is the question about the provenance of the world. For the Platonist, the cosmos is 
eternal, and any notion of creation would amount to nothing other than the forma-
tion of a preexisting material. In other words, for the Platonists the basic principle 
of cosmology is “order out of chaos.” For the Christian, though, the cosmos was 
not always there. It has been created out of nothing. Implicit at the beginnings of 
Christianity, or explicit after the contributions of the Cappadocians, the doctrine 
of  creatio ex nihilo established one of the central distinctions between Platonic 
and Christian thought. This issue is treated by  Torstein Theodor Tollefsen , who 
compares the cosmological doctrines of the Neoplatonist Proclus with the Chris-
tian doctrine of John Philoponus and Maximus the Confessor. For the Neopla-
tonists the world has always existed, since the paradigm, according to which it is 
created, is eternal. Against this view, the Christians claimed that the world has a 
beginning a definite number of time-units ago. The world is created from nothing, 
by the will of God, and it is created “recently,” as said by Maximus. Tollefsen’s 
chapter has two foci: The author treats first the Alexandrine Christian philoso-
pher John Philoponus’ critique of the Neoplatonist Proclus’ cosmology. Then he 
focuses on Maximus the Confessor’s doctrine of creation and asks whether one 
may detect any influence on Maximus from Philoponus. 
 Part III of the volume contains chapters addressing Christian receptions of Pla-
tonic metaphysics.  Lars Fredrik Janby examines the philosophy of number in 
Augustine’s early works. The chapter argues that this aspect of Augustine’s phi-
losophy must be read in context with the intellectual problems that occupied him 
at the beginning of his career as a writer. To that effect, the chapter considers the 
conceptual pair sensible and intelligible number, and its relation to the idea that the 
transient physical world reflects immutable, eternal unity. The chapter also investi-
gates the fortunes of Augustine’s philosophy of number in later writings, inquiring 
into how his perceptions about cognition of number changed. In his chapter,  Dan-
iel J. Tolan examines the role of the doctrine of the divine ideas in Christian and 
Platonic orthodoxy. Tolan shows how divine exemplarism was useful in defending 
divine simplicity, allowing Christian intellectuals to consider the created world as 
a temporal image of divine ideas, which are outside of time. Tolan’s chapter draws 
on a number of sources to investigate the development of this doctrine and the 
various intellectual issues it confronted, including Plato’s  Timaeus , Philo of Alex-
andria, Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Plotinus and, finally, Athanasius. 
 Panagiotis G. Pavlos ’ chapter aims at offering insights on Dionysius the Are-
opagite’s notion of theurgy. Pavlos takes over the remark that despite the lin-
guistic affinities and terminological appropriations – whether Iamblichean or 
Procline – Dionysius’ premises on the matter remain radically different from that 
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of Neoplatonism, both in terms of the sacramental tradition he recapitulates and 
the wider Christian metaphysical contours he adheres to. He examines Diony-
sian theurgy both with respect to the metaphysical principles that connect with 
θεουργία and the particular sacramental reality that emerges from it.  Dimitrios 
A. Vasilakis examines the notion of hierarchy in Dionysius the Areopagite. In 
contrast to its modern usage, Dionysian hierarchy does not primarily refer to 
stratification or rank of power. Vasilakis focuses on the definition of hierarchy 
from Dionysius’  Celestial Hierarchy with the aid of relevant passages from the 
 Ecclesiastical Hierarchy . He explains how hierarchy relates to order, i.e. in what 
way hierarchy is a well-ordered system of entities, where one can indeed detect 
stratification. Through this ordering the higher entities (in the case of the Church: 
the hierarchs, the priests and their deacons) help the lower ones (the laity) to reach 
God, i.e. deification, as far as possible to each of them, through the sacraments 
of the Church. Hierarchy’s last trait is understanding, which should not be under-
stood merely intellectually, but erotically, as Vasilakis shows. 
 The Neoplatonist reception and development of Aristotelian logic had a great 
impact on Christian thought.  Sebastian Mateiescu ’s chapter focuses on how 
this kind of logic served the theologians especially in the Christological con-
troversy. Theological inquiries into the philosophical problem of the universals 
grew after the Council of Chalcedon (451). Maximus the Confessor presented 
an alternative to nominalism with respect to the species that the Miaphysite/anti-
Chalcedonian theologians shared with several philosophers. As Mateiescu argues, 
this alternative can be labelled immanent realism. Influenced by Ps.-Dionysius 
the Areopagite, Maximus innovatively combines principles within logic and 
metaphysics in elaborating this doctrine. It is well known that participation is a 
central concept in Neoplatonist as well as in Christian systems of thought. How-
ever, in his chapter  Jordan Daniel Wood shows that the Christians,  in casu Maxi-
mus the Confessor, needed to develop this notion of how entities relate to one 
another with the idea of  perichōrēsis or mutual interpenetration. This topic is 
especially relevant for issues in Christology and the Christian doctrine of deifica-
tion. On the background of Cappadocian trinitarian theology and Christology, 
Maximus elaborates a perichoretic logic that pertains to the relation between God 
and the world in eschatology (i.e. deification), effectuating an identity that goes 
beyond the Neoplatonic participation. 
 While receptions of metaphysics and cosmology perhaps were more frequent, 
there are interesting issues related to the field of moral theory as well when study-
ing the intersection between Platonism and Christian thought. Any Platonic pro-
clivity to value the sensible world lower than the higher realm could moreover be 
paired with Christian moralists’ call to contempt for the pleasures of this world, 
since both valued the physical world lower than the eternal, invisible source on 
which it depends.  Part IV of the volume covers aspects of Christian moral theory 
in relation to Platonism.  E .  Brown Dewhurst compares notions of knowledge 
of the divine in the works of Maximus the Confessor and Proclus. Contrasting 
different aspects of their thought such as nature, providence, and apophaticism in 
relation to knowledge, the chapter concludes that knowledge for Maximus always 
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is rooted in relationality – a notion which is rather absent in the Neoplatonic phi-
losopher. A fundamental difference between Proclus and Maximus in this respect 
is found to be notable in the way that divine disclosure of knowledge bridges 
the gap between God and human beings in Maximus’ theology. It is above all 
the union of Christ’s humanity and divinity, the chapter argues, which makes the 
quest for knowledge into a relationship of love with the divine that is incompat-
ible with Proclus’ metaphysics.  Adrian Pirtea examines the formation of pas-
sions in Porphyry and Evagrius, exploring some possible connections between 
the philosophical treatises of Plotinus’ illustrious student and the ascetic writings 
of the Christian ascetic author. Porphyry has rarely been considered as a source of 
Christian ethics, but through a close reading of key passages in their works, Pirtea 
argues that Evagrius’ theory of passions has much in common with the philoso-
pher from Tyre – more so than with the Stoics, which often have been held to be 
the source of this theory. As Pirtea shows, both Porphyry and Evagrius show an 
interest in explaining how the passions originate from the soul’s involvement with 
the sensible realm by using Platonic and Aristotelic psychology. Even Evagrius’ 
concept of  apatheia , the chapter argues, seems to be closer to the Neoplatonic 
understanding of freedom from passions than that of the Stoics. In the final chap-
ter of the volume,  Tomas Ekenberg discusses whether Augustine’s notion of the 
happy life in fact agrees with that of the Epicureans. Augustine is one of the Chris-
tian intellectuals that frequently is cast as a “Christian Platonist” in scholarly liter-
ature, but despite all his appropriations and explicit endorsement of Platonism, he 
sometimes departs from their philosophy in ways that can be unexpected. Defend-
ing his claim, Ekenberg contends that the many positive valuations of pleasure in 
Augustine ought to be accounted for, and argues that his position is more similar 
to the Epicureans’ than any other philosophical school in Antiquity. 
 Irreconcilable differences 
 How far did Christian receptions of Platonism extend? Let us first consider the 
expression “Christian Platonism,” which frequently occurs in scholarship, and 
which suggests something like a synthesis forged between Christianity and Pla-
tonism in Late Antiquity. As a historical claim, it seems to be supported by the 
widespread appropriation of Platonic material that one finds in Christian writings. 
We submit, however, that any such claim about a historical fusion or synthesis 
between the two movements is misguiding. Despite the extent of these appropria-
tions, we need as historians of philosophy to acknowledge that Christian integra-
tion of Platonism had its limitations. Unconditional approval of Platonism is after 
all not possible to find in any Christian writer from this period. On the contrary, 
evidence indicates that even the most sympathetic Christians always had some 
reservations about Platonism – including Christian writers who were inclined to 
integrate larger portions of Platonic philosophy in their thought. Augustine for 
example, despite all his enthusiasm for the discovery of the Platonic treatises 
that prompted his conversion, always dissociated himself from those of the Neo-
platonist claims that went contrary to the faith, even in the fledgling years of his 
career, when he had but an elementary understanding of Christian doctrines. 11 
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 In this regard, Dörrie has claimed that any historical analysis of Christian recep-
tions of Platonism should recognize the  differences and  boundaries which Chris-
tians perceived between their own views and those of the Platonists. 12 According 
to Dörrie’s argument, the essential doctrines of the Platonic movement were all 
rejected by Christians. To take one of Dörrie’s examples, Nicene Christians could 
impossibly accept any doctrine which stratified the divinity – such a doctrine 
was however essential to Neoplatonic metaphysics. Christian reception was there-
fore never substantial; it was limited to fragments and pieces that were incorpo-
rated into Christian thought. The observation of such irreconcilable differences 
between Platonism and Christianity led Dörrie to the conclusion that not only was 
there never such a thing as Christian Platonism in this period – according to him, 
there was only a Christian “anti-Platonism.” While the latter may be a somewhat 
exaggerated claim, we think Dörrie is correct to the extent that despite wide-
spread sympathy, no Christian writer from this period gave their full endorsement 
to the Platonists or completely adopted Platonic philosophy. From the Christian 
view, there was always a chasm separating the faith from paganism, and wherever 
there was endorsement, there was only conditional endorsement – which made 
any hypothetical “Christian Platonism” impossible. Christian intellectuals were 
understandably wary of endorsing Platonism – and, in cases of endorsement only 
did so by adding cautious disclaimers. Notwithstanding the truths it was held to 
communicate, Platonism was always held at a distance from the truth itself. From 
this perspective, there always remained a basic flaw about the Platonic system in 
the eyes of Christians since, despite their achievements within rational inquiries, 
the Platonists had been ignorant of or neglected Revelation. 
 The history of philosophy in Late Antiquity cannot exclusively be described 
in terms of continuities. 13 Cracks and ruptures in the transitions of the Greco-
Roman world in this period are as much part of this history as the continuities, if 
we are to give a correct representation of the period. The editors of this volume 
do not believe that the many observations of appropriation of Platonic material 
justify any claim that early Christianity forged a synthesis with Platonism. Further 
studies into Christian receptions of Platonism in Late Antiquity will bring more 
knowledge about how Christian writers mediated that material by way of selec-
tions and interpretations. These cracks have their rightful place in the history as 
well – late ancient history is not to be regarded as an intellectual relay in which 
Christians transmitted what the genius of the Greeks had invented. Such cracks 
and ruptures cannot only be studied in the polemics of Christian writers against 
paganism – they can also be observed and studied in any reception of pagan mate-
rial by inquiring into how that material was transformed when transported into 
Christian contexts. What we study when we study the receptions of Platonism is 
necessarily excerpts that were taken from one context and placed into another. In 
Christian contexts, the philosophical material was interpreted from new perspec-
tives, with new meaning being added. 
 *** 
 In selecting the chapters contained in this volume on the relationship between 
Platonism and Christian thought, we have not wanted to outline any particular 
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historical development, and any sketch of the history of Christian philosophy in 
this period has been beyond the scope of this volume. 14 With the aim to explore 
the relationship between Platonism and Christianity in Late Antiquity, we have 
been interested in Christian thought broadly defined, and not necessarily Chris-
tian  philosophical receptions. This is not to say that we do not think that there 
was such a thing as Christian philosophy in this period. In the course of the last 
few decades, the study of Christian philosophy in Late Antiquity has increased 
in scholarship, obliterating some of the old bifurcation between philosophy and 
religion/theology, and important contributions have provided new knowledge 
about how we meaningfully can speak about early Christian philosophy, such as 
Georgios Karamanolis and his  The Philosophy of Early Christianity . In making 
this provision, we do still acknowledge that a number of contributions in this 
volume examine receptions which deal with what must be considered philosophi-
cal problems in their own right, in discussing the receptions of Platonic material 
within rational inquiries into the faith. 
 Notes 
 1  Dörrie 1976 . 
 2  Augustine,  Civ. Dei 8.5. 
 3  Cf.  Gnilka 1984 . 
 4  Cf.  Bland Simmons 2015 . 
 5  Augustine,  Conf . 7.9.13. 
 6  Clement,  Str . 5.103. 
 7  Justin,  Ap . 1.60.1. 
 8  Cf.  De  Vogel 1985 . 
 9  Cf.  Runia 1968 . 
 10  For example, these findings call into question established knowledge on Augustine’s 
intellectual conversion. Augustine’s claim in  Conf . that he acquired his notion of evil 
from the Platonists’ monistic view of reality (generally believed to have been Plotinus) 
does not sit well with the dualistic views that Plotinus held, as shown by his doctrine 
on matter, which hardly could find any place within mainstream Christian doctrine on 
creation. 
 11  Cf. Augustine,  Contra Academicos 3.20.43. 
 12  Dörrie 1976 : 522. 
 13  Dörrie 1976 : 521–522. 
 14  We agree with  Stead 1994 : x, who argues that any sketch of the development of Chris-
tian philosophy in this period is made difficult by the lack of convergence in philo-
sophical knowledge and preferences among early Christian intellectuals. 
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Logos, he read the Bible, or he was inspired by God. To account for his disagree-
ment, they could argue that he failed to have complete access to truth, that he 
misunderstood what he read, or that he deliberately chose to lie in order to deceive 
the Athenians. 
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 Notes 
  1 A controversy sparked by  Alfaric 1918 : 380–381, whose view that Augustine converted 
to Platonism before turning to Christianity is widely rejected today. More recently, 
 Dobell 2009 has argued that Augustine’s conversion from Porphyrian Neoplatonism to 
Christianity continued into the mid-390s. 
 2 The notorious reference to the “books of the Platonists” occurs at  Conf . 7.9.13. Among 
Porphyry’s champions are  Theiler 1953 ;  Beatrice 1989.  O’Connell 1963 and Rist 1996 
are in the Plotinian camp. See  O’Donnell 1992 vol. 2: 412–443. 
 3  Crouse 1999 gives a survey of this and other problematic aspects of Augustine’s Pla-
tonism, along with the most important literary references. 
 4 See  Hoenig 2018 : 227–228, 272–273.  Rémy 1979 : 545–596 uses Augustine’s quota-
tions of  Tim . 29c3 in the  Cons. ev . and  Trin . as a springboard for a broader discussion 
of his soteriology and his views on the relationship between the temporal and eternal 
realms. 
 5 Justin,  Ap . 20.4, 1–2. 
 6 See  Niehoff 2007 . 
 7 I follow the dating of  Hombert 2000 : 66–80, who places the beginnings of  Trin . 1 
around 400–403, shortly before Augustine composed the  Cons. ev ., dated to 403–404 
(81–87). According to Hombert Augustine interrupted working on the  Trin . and did 
not compose Book Four until 413–414,  contra  Camelot 1956 , who suggests that Book 
Four was composed around the same time as the  Cons. ev . 
 8 Trans. according to  Lamb 1925 with modifications. 
 9 Augustine drops Cicero’s connective  enim at  Cons. ev . 1.35.53 and in the first of the 
two quotations at  Trin . 4.18.24. 
 10 Augustine at  Civ .  Dei 13.16.1 also quotes Cicero’s translation of  Tim . 41a–b, the demi-
urge’s speech to the subordinate divinities. The same passage features again at  Civ .  Dei 
22.26 and other writings.  Hagendahl 1967 : 131–138 lists all of Augustine’s quotations 
from Cicero’s translation. 
 11 Cicero,  Tim . 3.8.1–2, ed.  Ax and Plasberg 2011 . 
 12 I have argued previously, at  Hoenig 2018 : 98–101, that Cicero’s surprising choice of 
 aeternitas , “eternity,” for οὐσία, “being,” may be explained by the fact that he asso-
ciated the eternal paradigm (τὸ ἀίδιον παράδειγμα) after which the created world is 
modelled not with the realm of being, a generic ontological class, but with the Form of 
Eternity. In other words, Cicero makes our universe a copy, or an image, of the Form 
of Eternity, even though eternity is only one of the qualities possessed by a generic 
Platonic form. Cicero’s chosen rendering  aeternitas evidently had an impact on Augus-
tine’s understanding of the  Timaeus . Οὐσία, intelligible being, is associated by him 
with the eternal life obtained after the human body’s resurrection. 
 13 Augustine,  Retr . 2.16. 
 14 Largely in line with J.J.  O’Meara 1959 , and  contra Merkel 1996–2010: 1230 (and see 
ibid.  1971 : 23–31), who suggests that the work is primarily targeting the Manicheans, 
a verdict that appears unnecessarily restrictive. 
 15  For a study of Origen’s impact on Augustine, see e.g.  Crouse 1992 . 
 16 Epiphanius,  Adversus haereses 51.8 = fr. 55T  Becker 2016 . See also  Merkel 1971 : 
13–18. Merkel at 1986–2010: 1230 doubts that Augustine knew Porphyry’s  Contra 
Christianos . Even if this is the case, the arguments contained in the work could likely 
have made their way to Augustine by the early fifth century. 
 17 E.g.  Cons. ev . 11.17; 9.14. 
 18 Augustine,  C. Faustum 32.2; 33.3.  Hombert 2000 dates this work to 400–402. 
 19 Tertullian,  Apologeticum 21.17; Lactantius,  Divinae institutiones 4.13.17. 
 20 See, for instance, Jerome,  Tractatus LIX In psalmos 81 , Z. 206–239 (= 70F  Becker 
2016 ), according to whom Porphyry (at Z. 228) suspects the evangelists of magic and 
thaumaturgy undertaken for financial gains. The Middle Platonist Apuleius and the 
Augustine and the “prophecy” of Plato 45
Neopythagorean Apollonius of Tyana are listed as further examples of thaumaturgy (Z. 
228–229). 
 21 The most important study on the various views concerning Jesus held by Augustine’s 
non-Christian contemporaries is  Madec 1992 ; see esp. 48–67 for the present context. 
 Dodaro 2004 : 95 discusses Augustine’s treatment of such views in his  Civ. Dei . 
 22 On the details of this oracle see e.g.  Courcelle 1954 .  Becker 2016 : 370 notes that 
Hecate’s oracle confirms Jesus’ piety (345F, 9.25.25–30, ed. Smith 1993), but that, 
according to Porphyry’s reading, it is Jesus’ immortal pious soul only that Christians 
erroneously worship. 
 23  Elsewhere, he holds the predictions of the Hebrew prophets up as a defence against the 
charge of magic or thaumaturgy against Jesus. At  C. Faust . 12.45, he argues that “the 
testimony of the prophets ( prophetae ) who lived so long before could not be ascribed 
to magical arts.” 
 24 Lucan,  De bello civili 2.592–593. 
 25 See n. 12. 
 26 The idea of a required middle term is inspired by  Tim . 31b4–32c4 where Timaeus makes 
reference to geometrical proportion in the context of the four material elements that make 
up the cosmos. Between any two extremes, the most effective bond for achieving true 
unity is that which is able to assimilate itself to the two extremes it unites (31c2–3), with 
the help of proportion (ἀναλογία): “Whenever the middle term of three numbers (. . .) 
between any two of them is such that what the first term is to it, it is to the last, and, con-
versely, what the last term is to the middle term, it is to the first, then, since the middle 
term turns out to be both first and last, and the last and the first likewise both turn out to 
be middle terms, they will all of necessity turn out to have the same relationship to each 
other, and, given this, will be unified” ( Tim . 31c4–32a7, trans. Zeyl). See my further 
analysis of this passage, as appropriated by Augustine, at  Hoenig 2018 : 260–262. 
 27  McGrath 1986 vol. 1: 39 dates this development to 396–397, as visible in the two 
volumes addressed to Simplicianus and Augustine’s comments at  De praedestinatione 
sanctorum 4.8. 
 28 See  Dodaro 2004 : 76;  Merkel 1971 : 224–227. 
 29  Courcelle 1954 suggests that the arguments Augustine counters in the  Cons. ev . reflect 
a mix of criticisms, often similar in nature, from various corners. Criticisms that origi-
nated with Celsus or Porphyry could likely have been appropriated by followers of 
other anti-Christian convictions. 
 30 Cf. Vulg. Heb 7:12, 7:24. 
 31  Hombert 2000 : 45–80. 
 32 See Drecoll 1996–2002: 631. Ayres 2010: 166 notes that “the  De trinitate may have 
been rendered increasingly anti-Pelagian during later redaction,” a possible reason why 
the work as we have it frequently stresses the necessity of grace for our contemplation 
of god. An attempt to link Augustine’s stress on the necessity of grace to his altercations 
with the Pelagians was made by  Plagnieux 1954 . In the specific context of  Trin . 4.1.24, 
Augustine appears to me to be addressing primarily Homoian and Platonic perspectives. 
 33 See  Barnes 1999 for a study of Augustine’s anti-Homoian stance particularly in Book 
One. 
 34 Trans. according to  Hill 1991 with modifications. 
 35 See the discussion by Barnes 1999; Ayres 2010: 142–170. 
 36 See  Hill 1991 in his introductory essay at 147–151 who, however, acknowledges the 
overall thematic cohesion between Christ’s mediatory role and the divine missions. 
Bochet 2007 defends the structure of Book Four, especially with regard to 4.2.11 and 
4.2.12. See further  Ayres 1998 ; Arnold 1991. 
 37 See Ayres 2010: 166–170;  Rémy 1979 : 573–574. 
 38 See for instance Plato,  Phileb . 15a–b, 16c–e, 17c–e; Plotinus,  Enn . 6.6.1; Porphyry, 
 Sent . 11.37. See also the chapter of Janby in this volume for a fuller account of Augus-
tine’s philosophy of number. 
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 39  Solignac 1958 examines the Pythagorean echoes in Augustine, which, he argues, 
reached him via Varro or Nicomachus of Gerasa (via Apuleius’ Latin translation). 
 40 Noted by  Hombert 2000 : 73. I would add that the contrast at 4.3.13 between the devil 
who “grew high and mighty” and Christ who came “humble and lowly” echoes Augus-
tine’s polemic against Apuleius’ demonology in Book Eight of his  Civ. Dei where he 
“inverts” the demonic-human hierarchy by pointing to the inferiority of the light and 
airy demons, weighed down by their depravity, over against the moral loftiness of mor-
tals who possess an inferior elemental make-up. Cf.  Hoenig 2018 : 272–277. 
 41  At  Doctr. Chr . 2.28.43 Augustine suggests Plato may have obtained his wisdom from 
Jeremiah on his travels to Egypt, a view he later came to reject. See also  Hoenig 2018 : 225. 
 42  Concerning the theme of belief and contemplation of the truth, Augustine there had 
reproached those who are “so top-heavy with the load of their mortality that what they 
do not know they wish to give the impression of knowing, and what they wish to know 
they cannot, and so they block their own road to genuine understanding by asserting 
too categorically their own presumptuous opinions (. . .).” 
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to denounce pagan philosophy and religion by emphasising a term that has nega-
tive connotations for a Christian. 
 Conclusive Remarks 
 Lastly, I wish to revisit the question whether the  Philosophia ex oraculis as a 
whole can be understood as an anti-Christian text. The Platonist introduces his 
text as a way of salvation. In 303F. Smith, which belongs to the beginning of the 
text, he says: “Sure, then, and steadfast is he who draws his hopes of salvation 
from this as from the only sure source.” 38 While this claim could appear to be an 
alternative to Christian salvation, it does not seem that the addressees in this con-
text are Christians. Rather, Porphyry appeals to a group of “initiated.” Fragment 
304F. Smith of the  Philosophia ex oraculis says: 
 And do thou endeavor to avoid publishing these above all things, and cast-
ing them even before the profane for the sake of reputation, or gain, or any 
unholy flattery. For so there would be danger not only to thee for transgress-
ing these injunctions, but also to me for lightly trusting thee who couldst not 
keep the benefits secret to thyself. We must give them then to those who have 
arranged their plan of life with a view to the salvation of the soul. 39 
 Thus, there is no evidence to support the claim that Christianity was a main topic 
of the  Philosophia ex oraculis . 40 Whereas  Contra Christianos evidently was writ-
ten against the Christians, the direction of impact of the  Philosophia ex oraculis 
cannot be answered with the same clearness. Themes that Porphyry is talking 
about in this text, like the daemons, are understood or made to appear anti-
Christian by Eusebius. Porphyry’s addressees are not the Christians, but rather 
people who are interested in philosophy. The text stresses and uses elements that 
are essential for the pagan self-conception, as for example, the fact that Porphyry 
uses oracles for his argumentation. So, even if not intended as an anti-Christian 
text by Porphyry, Eusebius understands it as at least antithetical to Christianity 
and as such he attacked it as a threat, staging, and ridiculing the Neoplatonist as 
an enemy by representing his views on the daemons. 
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 Notes 
  1 For the origin of the doctrine of creation out of nothing, see  May 1978 . 
 2 The text of Eusebius,  Praeparatio Evangelica VII.20 is catalogued by  Metzler 2010 : 
63–66 as fragment D 3. 
 3 Eusebius,  PE VII.20.1. 
 4 Köckert 2009 : 280. 
 5 As Origen asserts in his treatise:  Princ . IV.4.7. 
  6 Eusebius,  PE VII.20.2. 
  7 Eusebius,  PE VII.20.3, about which should be seen the comment in  Köckert 2009 : 
281–282. 
 8 Eusebius,  PE VII.20.4, about which should be seen the comment in  Köckert 2009 : 
282–283. 
 9 Eusebius,  PE VII.20.5. As it shines through in Origen’s argument, in the perspective 
of the Christian doctrine of creation out of nothing (and in a way somewhat similar 
to the later Neoplatonic authors) the foundation of matter is understood in view of a 
fundamentally theological orientation. 
 10 Eusebius,  PE VII.20.6. 
 11 Eusebius,  PE VII.20.7. 
 12 Some traces of the same polemic strategy emerge through the pages of  Princ. (e.g. 
II.1.1). Cf.  Boys-Stones 2011 . 
 13 For this hypothesis of dating, see the bibliography cited in  Köckert 2009 : 312, n. 2. 
 14 Basil,  Hex . II.2.2. 
 15 Basil,  Hex . II.2.4–5. 
 16 Basil,  Hex . II.2.6–7. 
 17 Basil,  Hex . II.2.8. 
 18 For the various dating hypothesis, see  Henke 2000 : 16. 
 19 Ambrose,  Exam . I.2.5. 
 20 See the texts quoted by  Pépin 1973 : 261–267. 
 21 Ambrose,  Exam . I.7.25 (text translated and analysed in  Henke 2000 : 182–187). 
 22 Ambrose,  Exam . II.1.1. Regarding this text, see the remarks of  Nauroy 2011 . 
 23 For a complete list of the texts under consideration, see  Moro 2017 : 48–51. 
 24 Augustine,  Conf. XI.5.7. For a more detailed analysis of this text, see  Moro 2017 : 149–170. 
 25 Origen,  Princ . IV.4.7. On this passage, and on the meaning of the reference to the “bas-
tard kind of reasoning” (νόθος λογισμός) in Plato,  Tim . 52b, see  Bostock 1980 : 326. 
 26 Augustine,  Conf . XII.5.5. Also in this passage, both on the lexical level and on the con-
ceptual one, the influence of the Platonic text of  Tim . 52b and of its reinterpretations by 
later Platonic thinkers is evident, particularly Plotinus and Calcidius (4th century). For 
a more detailed analysis of the question, cf.  Moro 2017 : 184–198. 
 27 Augustine,  Civ. Dei XII.7. 
 28 Augustine,  Conf . XII.6.6. 
 29 Aristotle,  Met . Z 3, 1029a 10–19. 
 30 A list of textual and bibliographic references can be found in  Moro 2017 : 208–209. 
 31 Basil,  Hex . I.8.3–4. 
 32 Cf.  Armstrong 1962 ;  Sorabji 1988 : 45 (on which we will return later). 
 33 Cf.  Zachhuber 2006 ;  Köckert 2009 : 345–347. 
 34 For an overall analysis of the work, composed in 379 in the aftermath of Basil’s death, 
see  Köckert 2009 : 400–526. 
 35 Gregory of Nyssa,  In Hex . 7 (Drobner). 
 36 Gregory of Nyssa,  In Hex . 7 (Drobner). In putting the question, it is plausible that 
Gregory was influenced by the reflection of the Neoplatonic philosopher Porphyry, 
preserved for us by the Athenian Neoplatonic philosopher Proclus (412–485); for fur-
ther details, cf.  Sorabji 1988 : 55. 
 37 Gregory of Nyssa,  In Hex . 7 (Drobner). 
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 38 Gregory of Nyssa,  De hominis opificio 24;  Sorabji 1988 : 53. Cf. Gregory of Nyssa,  De 
anima et resurrectione ,  PG 46: 124b–d. 
 39 Cf.  Köckert 2009 : 415, which translates precisely ὕλη with “materielle Körperlichkeit.” 
 40 See  Sorabji 1988 : 54–55. 
 41 See  Marmodoro 2015 . 
 42 The hypothesis goes back to  Armstrong 1962 , who refers to  Enn . II.4.11, 1–8. 
 43 I refer to the chapter of Emilsson in this volume, for a more comprehensive account of 
matter (and its relation to badness) in Plotinus. 
 44 For a balanced discussion of the question, cf.  Chiaradonna 2016 ;  Emilsson 2017 : 
203–214. 
 45 In this regard, see the critical remarks formulated by  Köckert 2009 : 420–421. 
 46 This observation was first proposed by  Alexandre 1976 : 166–169. 
 47 Origen,  Princ . IV.4.7. 
 48 I summarise here the reading of  Köckert 2009 : 421–424. 
 49 Cf. e.g. Augustine,  Conf. XII.6.6; 8.8; 17.25; 19.28;  Civ. Dei XXII.19. 
 50 Cf. e.g. Augustine,  Conf. XII.15.19; 17.25–26; 22.31. 
 51 On the fundamental difference between Plotinus’ and Augustine’s conception of matter 
on this point, see  Moro 2018 . 
 52 See  Theiler 1933 : 13–14. 
 53 The section of Porphyry’s commentary is handed down to us by Proclus,  In Tim. I, 
391.4 –396.26 (= fr. 51, ed. Sodano), on the content of which see  Baltes 1976 : 221. 
 54 This expression appears in Proclus,  In Tim . I, 392.8. On the use of the concept of 
ἐπιτηδειότης in and before Porphyry, cf.  Pavlos 2017 . 
 55 On this point, see the analysis of  Rescigno 1997 . 
 56 This has been convincingly shown by  Du Roy 1966 , who considers it unnecessary to 
hypothesise a Porphyrian direct influence with respect to the theme of the  capacitas formae . 
 57 As is frequently the case in Plotinus (e.g.  Enn . I.6.2, II.4.5, II.5.5, III.6.13, I.8.3, 8) and, 
moreover, in Porphyry himself (e.g.  Sent . 20; 30;  De abst . III.27). 
 58 On Porphyry’s conception of the origin of matter, see: Aeneas of Gaza,  Theophrastus 
175.2–9 (= fr. 368F. Smith); John Lydus,  De mensibus 175.2–9; Simplicius,  In Aris-
totelis Physicorum libros quattuor priores commentaria , 230.34–231.24 (= fr. 236F. 
Smith). For a careful discussion of these texts, see  Tornau 2000 . 
 59 Theoretically, it is possible that Augustine became aware of some aspects of Porphy-
ry’s reflection via Calcidius: cf.  Bakhouche and Brisson 2011 : 47–53. 
 60 For a complete list of textual references, cf.  Moro 2017 : 137–138. 
 61 See Philo of Alexandria,  De opificio mundi VI.23;  De providentia II.50–51; Eusebius, 
 PE VII.20–21. Among patristic thinkers, it is Origen, above all, who strongly empha-
sises the complete “availability” with regard to the divine action which matter pos-
sesses precisely because created by God: see  Princ . II.4.1; III.6.4; III.6.7. 
 62 Cf. Cicero,  De natura deorum , III.xxxix.92, and the comment on this text in  Brisson 
2002 : 32. 
 63 As it has been suggested, instead, by  Bouton-Touboulic 2004 : 72. 
 64 For a complete list of textual references, see  Moro 2017 : 140. 
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or thereafter. One reason is no doubt the accident of Pseudo-Dionysius’ immense 
influence – his views on the issue strongly reflect Proclus’ position as opposed to 
Plotinus’. 
 Notes 
 1  I wish to thank my colleagues and friends, the professors Thomas K. Johansen, Pavlos 
Kalligas, Jan Opsomer, Damian Caluori, and Suzanne Stern-Gillet, all of whom have 
read and given me valuable comments on drafts of this chapter at different stages. I 
also wish to thank my co-editors Lars Fredrik Janby and Panagiotis G. Pavlos, who 
assisted me at final stages. Further, I want to thank the audiences at the University 
of Iceland and the seminar of the Society of Ancient Philosophy at the University of 
Oslo where I have presented earlier versions. I learnt from the discussion on both 
occasions. Furthermore, I wish to note that although this chapter was written for the 
present volume, with the permission of Routledge a version of it in Icelandic will first 
appear in the journal  Hugur . 
 2  In chapter 6 of  Enn. I.8., Plotinus argues that the Good and matter are opposites. This 
involves introducing a wider sense of “opposite” than Aristotle’s  Categories 5 allow 
for: primary being ( ousia ) has no contrary according to Aristotle. Plotinus seems to 
take this as implying that that which is beyond being, i.e. the Good, cannot have a con-
trary either. He argues against this, concluding that “But things which are completely 
separate, and in which there are present in the one the contraries to whatever is the ful-
fillment of the being of the other, must surely be most of all contraries, if ‘by contraries 
we mean things that are furthest removed from each other’” ( Enn. I.8.6, 38–41; cf.  Cat . 
6, 6a17–18). 
 3  For this aspect of Stoicism, see Michael  Frede (2011 ), chapter 5. 
 4  E.g. Plato,  Theaet . 176,  Rep . 379c; 617e,  Tim . 29e–30a. 
 5  Plutarch,  De anima procreatione in Timaeo 1014b; Proclus,  In Tim . I, 382.5–7. 
 6  See also Numenius, fr. 52 (des Places) and Iamblichus’ account of previous Platonist 
views in  De anima 23. 
 7  For a short overview of ancient authors addressing this question, see  O’Meara 1999 : 
91–92. See also Enrico Moro’s chapter in this volume. 
 8  O’Brien 1969 . 
 9  O’Brien has since forcefully and industriously defended and expounded his view of 
matter as generated by the lowest phase of the World-Soul in a number of publications: 
I refer here only to his O’Brien 1971,  1996 ,  1999 and his latest  2011a ,  2011b and  2012 . 
There are several more. 
 10  Among dissenting voices we find Hans-Rudolph  Schwyzer 1973 , who held that for 
Plotinus matter is ungenerated; Kevin  Corrigan 1986 , who argues for multiple genera-
tions of matter; Jean-Marc  Narbonne 2007 , who holds sensible matter to be generated 
from intelligible matter, and John  Phillips 2009 , to whom O’Brien responds in his three 
latest articles listed in the bibliography. 
 11 A slightly earlier treatise, “On providence” ( Enn. III.2. [47] and III.3 [48]), might sug-
gest that Plotinus essentially gives the Stoic answers that I also dubbed as the Chris-
tian ones: the evils aren’t bad after all and that you will see this if you adopt a wider 
perspective on the cosmos and, secondly, that badness is the result of human failure 
having to do with our freedom of choice, cf. St. Augustine,  De Ordine 1.1.1–1.2.3 and 
 De libero arbitrio , especially book 1. How these accounts can be harmonised with 
claiming matter to be the root of evil I shall not address here. 
 12 There is considerable scholarly literature dealing with Proclus’ objections. The fol-
lowing are those that I have found particularly illuminating and, in some cases, also 
challenging: Dominic  O’Meara 1998 , “Evil in Plotinus,” where he discusses Proclus’ 
objections without taking a clear stand on the dispute. There is Jan  Opsomer’s 2001 
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article in  Phronesis “Proclus vs. Plotinus on Matter ( De mal. subs . 30–7),” clearly sid-
ing with Proclus;  O’Meara 2005 is again out with an article in a Festschrift for Denis 
O’Brien, “The Metaphysics of Evil in Plotinus.” Christian  Schäfer comes to Plotinus’ 
defense in  Phronesis in  2004 but at the cost of denying that matter is badness as such. 
Opsomer again critically assesses O’Meara’s and Schäfer’s articles in  Opsomer 2007 , 
putting up a strong defense for Proclus’ viewpoints. 
 13  De malorum subsistentia is the last one of three short treatises, together referred to as 
 Tria opuscula , the other ones being  De libertate and  De providentia . These treatises 
are extant only in William of Moerbeke’s Latin 13th century translation. There is a fine 
English translation in  Opsomer and Steel 2003 . 
 14  See especially Proclus,  De mal. subs. 32. 
 15 See  De mal. subs . 31.18–21. 
 16  Opsomer 2007 : 180. 
 17  Ibid . 
 18  On goodness after its kind, see Georg Henrik  von Wright 1963 : 19–20. 
 19  See  von Wright 1963 : 23. 
 20 Cf. Aristotle,  Met . 12, 1072b 14. 
 21  The view that the realm of soul also belongs to what truly is pervasive in the  Enneads 
but is hammered in especially strongly in “On the presence of being, one and the same, 
everywhere as a whole” (VI.4. – 5. [24–25]). 
 22  Plotinus,  Enn . I.8.3, 22–25. The translation of Plotinus’ text here and elsewhere in this 
chapter is substantially that of Armstrong in the Loeb Classical Library but usually 
with modifications. 
 23  O’Meara 1999 : 109–110. 
 24  Opsomer 2007 : 180. 
 25  The views of Schäfer and Opsomer differ importantly, however, in that the former 
thinks that Plotinus too does not hold matter to be bad in itself, a view with which 
Opsomer disagrees. I am sure that Opsomer is right on this. 
 26  Opsomer 2007 : 183. 
 27  Plotinus,  Enn. I.8.4, 1–6. 
 28  The following paragraphs expand on the account of matter, bodies and spatiality in 
 Emilsson 2017 : 200–204. 
 29  To say that matter becomes a bulk is a manner of speaking: strictly speaking matter 
never becomes anything. 
 30  On the notion of bulk ( onkos ) in Plotinus, see  Brisson 2000 . 
 31  For the individuation of bodies, their parts and qualities, see  Enn. IV.2. [4] 1, 11–17; 
36–41;  Enn. VI.4. [22] 1, 17–26 and  Emilsson 1990 . 
 32  On Plotinus’ doctrine of the inaffectability of matter, see Christopher Isaac  Noble 2013 . 
 33  Later Neoplatonic commentators note Plotinus’ doctrine about “the battle for place” in 
the sensible realm: see Elias,  In Porphyrii Isagogen , 85.14–17;  In Aristotelis Catego-
rias 5, 179.1–13; David,  In Porphyrii Isagogen 18,149.6–11. 
 34  Plotinus,  Enn. III.2.1, 27–35. 
 35  Plotinus,  Enn. I.8.5, 21–26. 
 36  In the slightly earlier treatise on providence,  Enn . III.2. and 3. [47–48], he goes on 
about the conflicts inherent to the sensible world. The sense one gets is that these are 
all part of what is determined by providence. 
 37  See  Enn. I.1. [53] 7–11. “What is the living being and what is man.” 
 38  Enn. V.1. [10] 10, 11, “On the three principal hypostases,” and  Enn. IV.8. [6] 8, 2, “On 
the descent of soul into bodies.” 
 39  Cf. Plato,  Symp. 206d. 
 40  Plotinus,  Enn. I.8.14, 44–49. 
 41  The doctrine of the inaffectability of the soul is thoroughly discussed in a recent article 
by Christopher Isaac  Noble 2016 . See also  Emilsson 2017 : 161–165 and Caluori 2015: 
152–163. 
98 Eyjólfur Kjalar Emilsson
 42  Fleet 1995 : commentary  ad loc . 
 43  Plotinus,  Enn. I.8.8, 3–9. 
 44  I.8.4, 20–21. Cf. also  Enn. I.8.14, 42; I.8.14, 54. The last reference runs: οὐ γὰρ ἂν 
ἐγένετο εἰς αὐτὴν μὴ τῇ παρουσίᾳ αὐτῆς τὴν γένεσιν λαβοῦσα. Armstrong translates it, 
I think wrongly or at least misleadingly, as: “soul would not have come to it [matter] 
unless its presence had given soul the occasion of coming to birth.”  O’Meara 1999 : 83 
translation, which recognises the notion of becoming at play here, is in my view better: 
“Car l’âme ne serait pas venue vers la matière, si, à cause de la presence da la matière, 
elle n’avait pas eu l’occasion d’entrer dans le devenir.” 
 45  This is clearly laid out in Caluori 2015, chapter 6. Plotinus’ choice of the word, “being 
cramped” is no doubt an allusion to Plato,  Symp . 206d, as HS 2 note in their apparatus. 
 46  Plotinus,  Enn. I.8.7, 16–22. 
 47  This principle is what is called Axiom 1 in  Opsomer 2007 . 
 48  Neither the Good nor matter, and these alone, have being and both are described as 
 apeira (infinite, indefinite). On the peculiarities in the mode of production of matter, 
see  O’Brien 1996 : 182–183. 
 49  See Moro’s chapter in this volume. 
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all-powerful character or omnipotence of God. According to Sorabji many ancient 
philosophers denied attributes like this. 65 The Christian notion of omnipotence is 
combined with a distinctive view of divine goodness implying that the deity loves 
and cares for particular beings. Late antique pagan philosophers disagreed on the 
extension of providence. 66 For some (like Alexander of Aphrodisias) providence 
is not concerned with individuals but only with the species while other thinkers 
(like Proclus) hold that it extends to everything, even if in a non-specific way. The 
Christian God creates the cosmos not because He has to but because He wills. 
As we have seen, this will be directed to the making of particular beings at the 
appropriate time, i.e. when it is good for them to come into existence. The atten-
tion of the Christian God is therefore focused on the things He makes in a lot more 
emphatic way than that of any Neoplatonic divinity. 
 One aspect of the doctrine of an all-powerful God is that there is no need for 
any sensible stuff to exist simultaneously (in whatever condition) with the divin-
ity from eternity. This is an old Christian objection to Platonist cosmologies. It is 
already found in Athanasius of Alexandria who criticises the Platonists for hold-
ing that God would be unable to make anything unless matter already existed, 
“just as a carpenter must have wood first in order to be able to fashion it.” 67 In this 
way one is imputing weakness to God. Athanasius concludes that God in that case 
will only be a craftsman (τεχνίτης) and not a creator (κτίστης). This objection is 
probably directed against Platonist cosmologies which held that the present cos-
mos has a beginning and that matter eternally predated this beginning. However, 
one does not find such a doctrine in Plotinus who lived earlier than Athanasius or 
in Proclus who is later. There is no temporal beginning of the present cosmos, and 
therefore unformed matter does not exist temporally before the present age. Even 
if the two important figures of Plotinus and Proclus did not teach such a thing, the 
opinion that this was a common Platonist doctrine was repeated in the writings of 
Christian thinkers for centuries. 
 Notes 
 1  Basil,  Hex . 1.6; English translation in  Way 1983 : 10. Greek text in Basile de Césarée, 
 Homélies sur l’hexaéméron , Giet 1968: 110. 
 2  Maximus,  Car . 4.5,  PG 90: 1048d. 
 3  Aeneas of Gaza:  Theophrastus with Zacharias of Mytilene:  Ammonius , translated in 
 Gertz  et al . 2012 . 
 4  For Aeneas and Zacharias and their milieu, see Champion 2014. 
 5  Sorabji 1983 : 224. 
 6  Share’s introduction to Philoponus, in  Share 2004 : 7. I wonder, is there a misprint here, 
should not ‘imminent’ be “immanent?” 
 7  Proclus,  In Tim . 277; English translation of Proclus,  Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus , 
in  Runia and Share 2008 : 128. The distinction between being and becoming of course 
reflects Plato’s usage in  Tim . 27d–28a. 
 8  Proclus,  In Tim . 278: (οὐδὲ γὰρ ἡ αὐτὴ ἀπειρία χρόνου καὶ αἰῶνος);  Runia and Share 
2008 : 128. 
 9  Aristotle,  Phys . 3, chapter 6. 
 10  Sorabji 2004 : 175. 
 11  Proclus,  In Tim . 282;  Runia and Share 2008 : 134. 
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 12  Proclus,  In Tim . 281;  Runia and Share 2008 : 133; χρόνος γὰρ μετ᾽ οὐρανοῦ γέγονεν, οὐ 
χρόνου μόριον, ἀλλ᾽ ὁ πᾶς χρόνος. 
 13  Somehow this picture of the cosmos could be compared with Parmenides’ “way of 
truth” and “way of seeming.” However, Parmenides’ Being is ἀγένητον while Proclus’ 
world is characterised by “generation.” Even so, see Parmenides’ fragment 8. 
 14  Philoponus,  Contra Proclum 24; translation in John Philoponus,  Against Proclus On 
the Eternity of the World 1–5 ,  Share 2004 : 32. 
 15  Philoponus,  Contra Proclum 33–36;  Share 2004 : 37–38. 
 16  Philoponus,  Contra Proclum 36–37;  Share 2004 : 39. 
 17  Cf. the Living Creature in Plato,  Tim . 30c. 
 18  Philoponus,  Contra Proclum 33–36;  Share 2004 : 37–39. 
 19  Philoponus,  Contra Proclum 36–37;  Share 2004 : 39. 
 20  Philoponus,  Contra Proclum 40;  Share 2004 : 41. 
 21  This distinction becomes classical. It is found in Thomas Aquinas as well. 
 22  Philoponus,  Contra Proclum 42–43;  Share 2004 : 42–43. 
 23  The term translated as actuality in this sequence is ἐνέργεια. Ἐνέργεια may be trans-
lated as activity as well. One should keep in mind that the term actuality is to be under-
stood in a “dynamic” sense as being in activity. 
 24  Philoponus,  Contra Proclum 46–47;  Share 2004 : 44–45. 
 25  Philoponus,  Contra Proclum 55–56;  Share 2004 : 50. 
 26  Philoponus,  Contra Proclum 63;  Share 2004 : 54. 
 27  Ibid . 
 28  Philoponus,  Contra Proclum 64;  Share 2004 : 55. 
 29  Philoponus,  Contra Proclum 78;  Share 2004 : 63. 
 30  Philoponus,  Contra Proclum 79;  Share 2004 : 64. 
 31  Philoponus,  Contra Proclum 566; Philoponus,  Against Proclus’ On the Eternity of the 
World 12–18 , translated in  Wilberding 2006 : 70. 
 32  Maximus,  Amb. Io . 7,  PG 91: 1081a;  Constas 2014 : 100–101. 
 33  Maximus,  Car. 4.4,  PG 90: 1048d. 
 34  Maximus,  Car. 4.3,  PG 90: 1048c. 
 35  Cf. Maximus,  Car. 4.3–5,  PG 90: 1048c–d. 
 36  Cf.  Tollefsen 2008 : 45–46. 
 37  Philoponus,  Contra Proclum 119; Philoponus,  Against Proclus On the Eternity of the 
World 6–8 , translated in  Share 2005 : 13. 
 38  Philoponus,  Contra Proclum 235;  Share 2005 : 82. 
 39  Philoponus,  Contra Proclum 236;  Share 2005 : 83. 
 40  Diogenes Laertius II, 7,  Zeno 141, in Hicks’ translation (LCL) 244–245: “And that of 
which the parts are perishable is perishable as a whole. Now the parts of the world are 
perishable, seeing that they are transformed one into another. Therefore the world itself 
is doomed to perish.” 
 41  Basil,  Hex . 1.3, Giet 1968: 100;  Way 1983 : 7. 
 42  Sorabji 1987 : 8, 30. 
 43  Cf.  Sorabji 1987 : 84. 
 44  Sorabji 2004 : 348. 
 45  A relevant section from Philoponus’  In Phys . is translated in  Sorabji 2004 : 351–352. 
 46  God is implanting motive power into the cosmic building, cf. the text from Philoponus, 
 De opificio mundi translated in  Sorabji 2004 : 350. 
 47  Cf. the quotation from Proclus,  In Tim ., in  Sorabji 2004 : 355. 
 48  We find these arguments both in his  Contra Proclum and in  Contra Aristotelem . For 
a translation of the latter cf. John Philoponus,  Against Aristotle on the Eternity of the 
World ,  Wilberding 1987 : 143–146, fragment 132. Cf. the essentials of the argument 
presented in  Sorabji 2004 : 179–180. 
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 49  Philoponus,  Contra Proclum 552;  Wilberding 2006 : 62. 
 50  Philoponus,  Contra Proclum 618–20;  Wilberding 2006 : 100–101. 
 51  Maximus,  Car . 4.5,  PG 90: 1048d. 
 52  Maximus,  Amb. Io. 7,  PG 91: 1077c. That the world is created out of nothing is often 
considered to be a distinctive mark of Christian doctrine. However, one should com-
pare this claim with what Proclus says in his commentary  In Tim . 281;  Runia and Share 
2008 : 132, where he also speaks of generation out of non-being (τὸ δὲ οὕτω γενητὸν 
καὶ ἐκ τοῦ μὴ ὄντος εἴποις ἂν προϊέναι). The Christian doctrine of creation is charac-
terised by several additional claims, such as that there is a divine plan, that God creates 
out of love, that the world has a temporal beginning. 
 53  Maximus,  Amb. Io. 7,  PG 91: 1081a–b;  Constas 2014 : 100–101. 
 54  Maximus,  Amb. Io. 10,  PG 91: 1176d–1188c;  Constas 2014 : 284–309. 
 55  Plato,  Tim . 27d–28a. 
 56  Plato,  Tim . 28bc. 
 57  Plato,  Tim . 30a. 
 58  Maximus,  Amb. Io. 10,  PG 91: 1176d–1177b;  Constas 2014 : 285–287. 
 59  Maximus,  Amb. Io . 10,  PG 91: 1177a;  Constas 2014 : 285–287. 
 60  Maximus,  Amb. Io. 10,  PG 91: 1177b–1181a;  Constas 2014 : 289–295. 
 61  Philoponus,  Contra Proclum 236;  Share 2005 : 83. 
 62  Plato,  Tim . 30ab. 
 63  Basil,  Hex . 2.2, 148;  Way 1983 : 24. 
 64  Proclus,  In Tim. 398–399;  Runia and Share 2008 : 273–275. Cf. note 381. 
 65  Sorabji 2004 : 69. 
 66  For a summary of positions, see  Sorabji 2004 : 79–95. 
 67  Athanasius,  Contra Gentes and De Incarnatione , edited and translated in  Thomson 
1971 : 138–139. 
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because he was intent on explaining that the often confusing and multiple impres-
sions of the senses did not reveal the unity of the universe, for which the concept 
of intelligible number provided him with helpful explanatory power in explaining 
unity and multiplicity. As this subject came to be of less urgency to Augustine’s 
concern, he also lost some of his interest in the philosophy of number. 
 Notes 
 1  Solignac 1958 discusses some possible sources for Augustine’s philosophy of number, 
highlighting the works of Nicomachus of Gerasa, whose  Introductio arithmetica had 
been translated into Latin by Apuleius. 
 2  This is the argument in Augustine,  Lib. arb. 2 . 
 3  Horn 1994 : 389–390. 
 4  Augustine,  Conf . 4.13.20–4.15.27. 
 5  See for example Pseudo-Plutarch,  De Homero 2.145. 
 6  Augustine,  De ordine 1.2.3.  Solignac 1957 : 462–463 proposes  Enn . VI.9.8 and VI.5.5 
as sources. 
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 8  Augustine,  Ep . 3.2;  Schaff 1995 : 221. 
 9  The aesthetics of Augustine has been covered in a number of scholarly studies, for 
example in  Fontanier 2008 . 
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 11  Augustine,  De ordine 2.18.47–2.19.51. 
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exemplarist tradition, his doctrine of the “ logoi of being” (οἱ λόγοι τοῦ εἶναι) 95 
noting God to possess all the  logoi of being prior to creation. Thus, despite New-
man’s suggestion that Platonism is to blame for Arius’ errors, 96 it has been dem-
onstrated herein that it is not Platonism  in toto , but a specific form of Platonism 
with a free-standing paradigm that can be traced to Arius – but this belief never 
became orthodox Platonism. 
 The similarity demonstrated in this chapter is borne out of two monotheistic 
“schools” of thought, each of which has a commitment to divine simplicity and 
each of which appeals to God as  causa exemplaris in order to justify creation 
whilst still maintaining this commitment. From their shared monotheism, both 
orthodox Christianity and Platonism maintain that the archetype of creation is 
internal to the highest principle, not something over against the first principle: for 
a paradigm that is independent of the creative principle would result in a “practi-
cal polytheism.” Accordingly, by embracing divine exemplarism in this manner, 
these two “schools” of thought are able to understand the cosmos as a living 
image of the divine. Not only this, but by standing firm in the claim that the world 
is made as a reflection of the highest principle, both “schools” are able to claim 
that this is the best possible world. Thus, this world of flux is bestowed intelligi-
bility and order by being held ever present in the divine mind. 
 Notes 
 1  E.g.  Beierwaltes 2014 . 
 2  Origen,  C. Cels. III.81.1–4: “Μὴ ὑπολάβῃς δέ με οὐχ ἁρμοζόντως τῷ Χριστιανῶν λόγῳ 
παρειληφέναι πρὸς τὸν Κέλσον τοὺς περὶ τῆς ἀθανασίας ἢ τῆς ἐπιδιαμονῆς τῆς ψυχῆς 
φιλοσοφήσαντας· πρὸς οὓς κοινά τινα ἔχοντες.” All translations are the author’s own. 
 3  Augustine,  Civ .  Dei 8.5: “Si ergo Plato Dei huius imitatorem cognitorem amatorem 
dixit esse sapientem, cuius participatione sit beatus, quid opus est excutere ceteros? 
Nulli nobis quam isti propius accesserunt.” Likewise, Simplicianus congratulates 
Augustine on reading the Platonists and not falling into the writings of other philoso-
phers (cf. Augustine,  Conf . VIII.2.3). 
 4  One can find the Christian Platonist agreement against materialism in  Kenney 2016 : 
13. Also, Gerson makes the case for anti-materialism being a core tenet of Platonism in 
his account of ‘Ur-Platonism’, in  Gerson 2017 : 10–11. 
 5  Heb 2:6; cf. Ps 8:5 (LXX). 
 6  Mt 10:30; Lk 12:7. 
 7  Plotinus,  Enn . IV.3.5, 10: ἐξειλιγμέναι. 
 8  Plotinus,  Enn. V.5. 
 9  Speusippus and Xenocrates maintained that the process described in the  Timaeus was 
both timeless and eternal, pointing to a more allegorical and less wooden reading. Most 
Platonists, except for Plutarch and Atticus, followed this reading, see  Dillon 1996 : 7. 
For more on this, see also  Meijering 1968 : 140. 
 10  As noted by Zeyl in his introduction to his translation,  Zeyl 1997 : 1225. 
 11  Plato,  Tim . 17a1–3: “εἷς, δύο, τρεῖς: ὁ δὲ δὴ τέταρτος ἡμῖν, ὦ φίλε Τίμαιε, ποῦ τῶν χθὲς 
μὲν δαιτυμόνων, τὰ νῦν δὲ ἑστιατόρων”. 
 12  Plato,  Tim. 48d6: “τὸ τῶν εἰκότων δόγμα.” Burnyeat points out that English has lost the 
link between “likely” and “likeness” and that it would perhaps be better to choose an 
adjective such as “appropriate,” “fitting,” “fair,” “natural,” or “reasonable” as a transla-
tion of εἰκώς, cf.  Burnyeat 2005 : 146. 
 13  Plato,  Tim . 55d5: “κατὰ τὸν εἰκότα λόγον.” 
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 14  Burnyeat 2005 : 155–156. Burnyeat also notes the thrust behind Timaeus’ speech to be 
the rationality that underlies all creation: “I conclude that the exegesis Timaeus will 
offer is precisely an exegesis, explanation, exposition, or revelation of the rationality 
embodied by the Maker in the cosmos he produced”; also note “In the Timaeus the Cre-
ator is presented in a human way: he sees certain things, he wants, and he does certain 
things. The  Timaeus is represented as a myth, therefore these expressions should not be 
taken literally, but it is at least significant that Plato, when the λόγος fails and he takes 
refuge in the μῦθος, uses these personal categories”,  Meijering 1968 : 140. 
 15  Plato,  Tim . 29a2–3: “εἰ μὲν δὴ καλός ἐστιν ὅδε ὁ κόσμος ὅ τε δημιουργὸς ἀγαθός, 
δῆλον ὡς  πρὸς τὸ ἀίδιον ἔβλεπεν .” 
 16  Plato,  Tim . 37d1–2: “καθάπερ οὖν αὐτὸ τυγχάνει ζῷον ἀίδιον ὄν, καὶ τόδε τὸ πᾶν 
οὕτως εἰς δύναμιν ἐπεχείρησε τοιοῦτον ἀποτελεῖν.” 
 17  Plato,  Tim. 39e6–9: “τοῦτο δὴ τὸ κατάλοιπον ἀπηργάζετο αὐτοῦ πρὸς τὴν τοῦ 
παραδείγματος ἀποτυπούμενος φύσιν. ᾗπερ οὖν νοῦς ἐνούσας ἰδέας τῷ ὃ ἔστιν ζῷον, 
οἷαί τε ἔνεισι καὶ ὅσαι, καθορᾷ, τοιαύτας καὶ τοσαύτας διενοήθη δεῖν καὶ τόδε σχεῖν.” 
 18  Plato,  Tim . 37c6–37d1: “ὡς δὲ κινηθὲν αὐτὸ καὶ ζῶν ἐνόησεν τῶν ἀιδίων θεῶν γεγονὸς 
ἄγαλμα ὁ γεννήσας πατήρ, ἠγάσθη τε καὶ εὐφρανθεὶς ἔτι δὴ μᾶλλον ὅμοιον πρὸς τὸ 
παράδειγμα ἐπενόησεν ἀπεργάσασθαι.” Note the word-play here with ἄγαλμα and 
ἠγάσθη, the latter of these two coming from ἄγαμαι. 
 19  Plato,  Tim. 29e1–3: “ἀγαθὸς ἦν, ἀγαθῷ δὲ οὐδεὶς περὶ οὐδενὸς οὐδέποτε ἐγγίγνεται 
φθόνος: τούτου δ᾽ ἐκτὸς ὢν πάντα ὅτι μάλιστα ἐβουλήθη γενέσθαι παραπλήσια 
ἑαυτῷ.” 
 20  Plato,  Tim. 42e7–8: “καὶ λαβόντες ἀθάνατον ἀρχὴν θνητοῦ ζῴου, μιμούμενοι τὸν 
σφέτερον δημιουργόν.” 
 21  Plato,  Tim. 37a1–2: “τῶν νοητῶν ἀεί τε ὄντων ὑπὸ τοῦ ἀρίστου ἀρίστη γενομένη 
[refers back to ψυχή] τῶν γεννηθέντων.” 
 22  Plato,  Tim. 37a. 
 23  Plato,  Tim. 37a1: “νοητῶν ἀεί τε ὄντων.” 
 24  Plato,  Tim . 29a3: “πρὸς τὸ ἀίδιον ἔβλεπεν.” 
 25  Plato,  Tim . 37d1: “ζῷον ἀίδιον.” 
 26  Plato,  Tim . 39e7–8: “ᾗπερ οὖν νοῦς ἐνούσας ἰδέας τῷ ὃ ἔστιν ζῷον.” 
 27  It does not seem much of a stretch for one to move from “νοῦς ἐνούσας ἰδέας” ( Tim. 
39e) to “νόησις νοήσεως νόησις”, in Aristotle,  Met. Λ, 9: 1074b 33–34. 
 28  Aristotle,  De anima III.4, 429a13–18. 
 29  Dillon 1996 : 141. 
 30  Philo,  Opif. 16: “προλαβὼν γὰρ ὁ θεὸς ἅτε θεὸς ὅτι μίμημα καλὸν οὐκ ἄν ποτε γένοιτο 
δίχα καλοῦ παραδείγματος οὐδέ τι τῶν αἰσθητῶν ἀνυπαίτιον, ὃ μὴ πρὸς ἀρχέτυπον 
καὶ νοητὴν ἰδέαν ἀπεικονίσθη, βουληθεὶς τὸν ὁρατὸν κόσμον τουτονὶ δημιουργῆσαι 
προεξετύπου τὸν νοητόν, ἵνα χρώμενος ἀσωμάτῳ καὶ θεοειδεστάτῳ παραδείγματι τὸν 
σωματικὸν ἀπεργάσηται, πρεσβυτέρου νεώτερον ἀπεικόνισμα, τοσαῦτα περιέξοντα 
αἰσθητὰ γένη ὅσαπερ ἐν ἐκείνῳ νοητά.” 
 31  The claim of Philo “τοσαῦτα περιέξοντα αἰσθητὰ γένη ὅσαπερ ἐν ἐκείνῳ νοητά” 
(Philo,  Opif. 16), reminds the reader of Plato,  Tim. 39e8–9: “οἷαί τε ἔνεισι καὶ ὅσαι, 
καθορᾷ, τοιαύτας καὶ τοσαύτας διενοήθη δεῖν καὶ τόδε σχεῖν.” 
 32  Louth 2007 : 17. 
 33  Wolfson 1947 : 193. 
 34  Philo,  Opif. 20: “καθάπερ οὖν ἡ ἐν τῷ ἀρχιτεκτονικῷ προδιατυπωθεῖσα πόλις χώραν 
ἐκτὸς οὐκ εἶχεν, ἀλλ’ ἐνεσφράγιστο τῇ τοῦ τεχνίτου ψυχῇ, τὸν αὐτὸν τρόπον οὐδ’ ὁ ἐκ 
τῶν ἰδεῶν κόσμος ἄλλον ἂν ἔχοι τόπον ἢ τὸν θεῖον λόγον τὸν ταῦτα διακοσμήσαντα.” 
 35  Philo,  Opif . 6.25; Philo,  Migr . 18.103; Cf.  Wolfson 1947 : 204 and 233; this mind is also 
the basis of the human mind, cf. Philo,  Opif. 69. 
 36  Philo,  Opif. 16: “Βουληθεὶς τὸν ὁρατὸν κόσμον τουτονὶ  δημιουργῆσαι , προεξετύπου 
τὸν νοητόν”;  Opif. 29: “Πρῶτον οὖν ὁ ποιῶν  ἐποίησεν οὐρανὸν ἀσώματον καὶ γῆν 
ἀόρατον, καὶ ἀέρος ἰδέαν, καὶ κενοῦ.” Both of these citations point very clearly to 
God’s  creation of the intelligible world. 
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 37  Cf.  Dillon 1996 : 367; “Even those Platonists who do not adopt a distinction between 
two gods (Supreme God and Demiurge), such as Philo, Plutarch or Atticus, make a 
strong distinction between God and his Logos, which amounts to very much the same 
thing.” 
 38  Philo,  Leg. All . III.33;  Immut . 24. 
 39  Williams 1987 : 122. 
 40  Clement,  Str. IV.25.155.2: “εἰκότως οὖν καὶ Πλάτων τὸν τῶν ἰδεῶν θεωρητικὸν θεὸν 
ἐν ἀνθρώποις ζήσεσθαί φησι· νοῦς δὲ χώρα ἰδεῶν, νοῦς δὲ ὁ θεός. τὸν <οὖν> ἀοράτου 
θεοῦ θεωρητικὸν θεὸν ἐν ἀνθρώποις ζῶντα εἴρηκεν.” 
 41  Clement,  Str. V.14.39.3. 
 42  Clement,  Str. V.14.93.5–94.4: “καὶ ἐν μὲν τῇ μονάδι συνίστησιν οὐρανὸν ἀόρατον 
καὶ γῆν ἀειδῆ καὶ φῶς νοητόν· «ἐν ἀρχῇ» γάρ φησιν «ἐποίησεν ὁ θεὸς τὸν οὐρανὸν καὶ 
τὴν γῆν· ἡ δὲ γῆ ἦν ἀόρατος.» εἶτ’ ἐπιφέρει· «καὶ εἶπεν ὁ θεός· γενηθήτω φῶς· καὶ 
ἐγένετο φῶς.» ἐν δὲ τῇ κοσμογονίᾳ τῇ αἰσθητῇ στερεὸν οὐρανὸν δημιουργεῖ (τὸ δὲ 
στερεὸν αἰσθητόν) γῆν τε ὁρατὴν καὶ φῶς βλεπόμενον. ἆρ’ οὐ δοκεῖ σοι ἐντεῦθεν ὁ 
Πλάτων ζῴων ἰδέας ἐν τῷ νοητῷ ἀπολείπειν κόσμῳ καὶ τὰ εἴδη τὰ αἰσθητὰ κατὰ γένη 
δημιουργεῖν τὰ νοητά; εἰκότως ἄρα ἐκ γῆς μὲν τὸ σῶμα διαπλάττεσθαι λέγει ὁ Μωυσῆς, 
ὃ γήινόν φησιν ὁ Πλάτων σκῆνος, ψυχὴν δὲ τὴν λογικὴν ἄνωθεν ἐμπνευσθῆναι ὑπὸ 
τοῦ θεοῦ εἰς πρόσωπον. ἐνταῦθα γὰρ τὸ ἡγεμονικὸν ἱδρῦσθαι λέγουσι, τὴν διὰ τῶν 
αἰσθητηρίων ἐπείσοδον τῆς ψυχῆς ἐπὶ τοῦ πρωτοπλάστου [εἴσοδον] ἑρμηνεύοντες.” 
This translation assumes Clement’s use of ἐπείσοδον mentioned in the last sentence 
of this citation is resuming the theme of watchfulness (φυλακῆς [ Str. V.14.93.3]), 
addressed in the last sentence of the section immediately preceding it in the treatise. 
Here, by noting the interpretation of that which enters the soul, Clement appears to 
be resuming his theme of watchfulness in preparation for his next section, which is 
more clearly about anthropology, where he will tie image and likeness language from 
Genesis to λόγος and νοῦς. Accordingly, this passage can be seen as doing a great 
deal of philosophical and anthropological work. Philosophically, Clement can be seen 
as using the divine mind as justification for the existence of human mind, a point 
made by Philo ( Opif. 69). Anthropologically, Clement’s appeal to the “first formed” 
seems to be a discussion of the inner-man, placing him squarely in line with Philo’s 
account of double creation ( Opif . 134). Origen, likewise, can be seen as an inheritor of 
this doctrine ( Hom. in Gen . I.2;  C. Cels. VI.63;  Dial. Her . 11.19–20). Moreover, this 
paragraph makes very clear that the ἡγεμονικόν oversees that which enters one’s soul, 
establishing it as a faculty that is concerned with the use of φαντασία. Thus, it appears 
that the ἡγεμονικόν could be equated with the rational soul breathed into man by God; 
because of this, the ἡγεμονικόν’s judgement of φαντασία suggests that its governing 
role extends to the soul’s lowest capacities, granting rationality to the whole soul. 
 43  Origen,  Comm. in Io . I.19.114–116: “Οἶμαι γάρ, ὥσπερ κατὰ τοὺς ἀρχιτεκτονικοὺς 
τύπους οἰκοδομεῖται ἢ τεκταίνεται οἰκία καὶ ναῦς, ἀρχὴν τῆς οἰκίας καὶ τῆς νεὼς 
ἐχόντων τοὺς ἐν τῷ τεχνίτῃ τύπους καὶ λόγους, οὕτω τὰ σύμπαντα γεγονέναι κατὰ 
τοὺς ἐν τῇ σοφίᾳ προτρανωθέντας ὑπὸ θεοῦ τῶν ἐσομένων λόγους· «Πάντα γὰρ ἐν 
σοφίᾳ ἐποίησε». Καὶ λεκτέον ὅτι κτίσας, ἵν’ οὕτως εἴπω, ἔμψυχον σοφίαν ὁ θεός, αὐτῇ 
ἐπέτρεψεν ἀπὸ τῶν ἐν αὐτῇ τύπων τοῖς οὖσι καὶ τῇ ὕλῃ <παρασχεῖν καὶ> τὴν πλάσιν 
καὶ τὰ εἴδη, ἐγὼ δὲ ἐφίστημι εἰ καὶ τὰς οὐσίας. Οὐ χαλεπὸν μὲν οὖν παχύτερον εἰπεῖν 
ἀρχὴν τῶν ὄντων εἶναι τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ θεοῦ, λέγοντα· «Ἐγώ εἰμι ἡ ἀρχὴ καὶ τὸ τέλος, τὸ Α 
καὶ τὸ Ω, ὁ πρῶτος καὶ ὁ ἔσχατος.» Ἀναγκαῖον δὲ εἰδέναι ὅτι οὐ κατὰ πᾶν ὃ ὀνομάζεται 
ἀρχή ἐστιν αὐτός.” 
 44  Origen,  Hom. in Gen . 1.1;  PG 12: 145c: “Non ergo hic temporale aliquod principium 
dicit: sed in principio, id est in Salvatore factum esse dicit coelum et terram, et omnia 
quae facta sunt.” 
 45  Origen,  Princ . I.2.2;  PG 11: 131b. 
 46  John 17:14, 16. 
 47  Origen,  Princ . II.3.6; PG 11: 195ab: “Cujus mundi difficilem nobis esse expositionem 
idcirco prædiximus, ne forte præbeatur aliquibus occasio illius intelligentiæ, qua putent 
The impact of the Ὁμοούσιον 145
nos imagines quasdam quas Graeci ἰδέας nominant, affirmare: quod utique a nostris 
alienum est, mundem incorporeum dicere, in sola mentis phantasia vel cogitationum 
lubrico consistentem.” 
 48  Origen,  Princ. II.3.6;  PG 11: 194b: “Quod enim Latine mundum dicimus, Graece 
κόσμος appellatur.” 
 49  Crouzel and Simonetti 1978 : 150, n. 30 (comment on Origen,  Princ . II.3), are happy to 
follow  Wolfson 1956 : 270, who suggests that this assertion goes back to Origen and is 
not the hand of Rufinus. Crouzel and Simonetti note, “Le terme idea a é té introduit en 
latin par Sé nè que, alors que Cicé ron traduisait ἰδέ α par  forma ou  species .” It is curious, 
however, that  imagines is the Latin used to translate ἰδέας, as  imagines can be taken 
as a direct translation, rather than an explanation. There is an understandable motive 
behind the desire to attribute this claim to Origen, as it would distance him from claims 
that he is simply a Platonist. Yet, it would appear that what is going on in this passage 
is not a denial of the divine ideas, but a particular understanding thereof. Moreover, 
it is not clear what the Greek would be behind this, if this is not taken as a Rufinian 
translation – is one seriously to believe that Origen is writing “the εἰκόνες, which the 
Greeks call ἰδέας,” as most modern translations seem to suggest? Or, alternatively, 
were the underlying Greek φαντασίας, one would be right to raise the question as to 
why Rufinus did not translate such a term with  phantasias here, when this appears to 
be what he does in the following sentence. 
 50  Origen,  Comm. in Matt. XIV.9;  PG 13:1203b: “τὸ δὲ ἀληθὲς οὐχ οὕτως ἔχει. ἀθρόως 
γάρ, βουληθεὶς ὁ θεὸς ἀναρριπίσαι ἐν ταῖς πάντων μνήμαις (ὑπὲρ τοῦ ἕκαστον τῶν 
ἰδίων συναισθηθῆναι κρεῖττον ἢ χεῖρον πεπραγμένων) πάντα τὰ παρ’ ὅλον τὸν χρόνον 
γεγενημένα ἑκάστῳ, ποιήσαι ἂν δυνάμει ἀφάτῳ. οὐ γὰρ ὥσπερ ἡμεῖς βουλόμενοι 
ὑπόμνησίν τινων ποιῆσαι δεόμεθα χρόνου διαρκοῦς πρὸς τὴν διέξοδον τῶν ὑφ’ ἡμῶν 
λεγομένων καὶ φερόντων εἰς ἀνάμνησιν ὧν βουλόμεθα ἀναμνῆσαι, οὕτως ὁ θεὸς 
βουληθεὶς ἡμᾶς ὑπομνῆσαι τῶν ἐν τῷ βίῳ τούτῳ πεπραγμένων.” 
 51  Origen,  C. Cels. VI.64.25–28: “Ζητητέον δὲ καί, εἰ οὐσίαν μὲν οὐσιῶν λεκτέον καὶ 
ἰδέαν ἰδεῶν καὶ ἀρχὴν τὸν μονογενῆ καὶ πρωτότοκον «πάσης κτίσεως» ἐπέκεινα δὲ 
πάντων τούτων τὸν πατέρα αὐτοῦ καὶ θεόν”; cf. Philo,  Opif . 6.2;  Migr . 18.103. 
 52  Origen,  C. Cels. IV.54.11–16. 
 53  “If, as we have seen, the Demiurge – and the World Soul – are identified by Antiochus 
with the Stoic Pneuma-Logos, there is nothing left for the Paradigm of the  Timaeus to 
be but the content of the intellect of the Logos, the sum-total of his  logoi spermatikoi , 
on the pattern of which the physical world is constructed. Now by agreement among 
all later Platonists, the Paradigm of the  Timaeus was nothing but the sum total of the 
Ideas, which are given no place as such in the  Timeaus . The  logoi spermatikoi of the 
Logos thus inevitably become for Antiochus the Ideas in their ‘transcendent’ or ‘objec-
tive’ aspect. A suitable home has been found for them; they may now be termed ‘the 
thoughts of God’.” Cf.  Dillon 1996 : 95. 
 54  Based on the fact that Proclus, too, holds a version of this position ( In Tim. 
232.21). 
 55  Proclus reports Plotinus’ interlocutor, Longinus’, belief that the Paradigm is poste-
rior to the Demiurge ( In Tim. 322.24), a position most likely developed in Longinus’ 
“On First Principles,” based on Porphyry’s report, in Porphyry,  Vit. Pl. XIV.18–20: 
“Ἀναγνωσθέντος δὲ αὐτῷ τοῦ τε «Περὶ ἀρχῶν» Λογγίνου καὶ τοῦ «Φιλαρχαίου», 
«φιλόλογος μέν,» ἔφη, «ὁ Λογγῖνος, φιλόσοφος δὲ οὐδαμῶς».”; for more on Longinus, 
see  Patillon and Brisson 2002 . 
 56  Plotinus,  Enn. V.5.1, 3–4: “δεῖ ἄρα αὐτὸν ἀεὶ εἰδέναι καὶ μηδ᾽ ἄν ἐπιλαθέσθαι ποτέ.” 
 57  Plotinus,  Enn. V.5.1, 17–21: “τό τε γινωσκόμενον δι’ αἰσθήσεως τοῦ πράγματος 
εἴδωλόν ἐστι καὶ οὐκ αὐτὸ τὸ πρᾶγμα ἡ αἴσθησις λαμβάνει· μένει γὰρ ἐκεῖνο ἔξω. Ὁ 
δὴ νοῦς γινώσκων καὶ τὰ νοητὰ γινώσκων, εἰ μὲν ἕτερα ὄντα γινώσκει, πῶς μὲν ἂν 
συντύχοι αὐτοῖς;” 
 58  Plotinus is very clear on the reflective nature of mind: “δεῖ τὴν θεωρίαν ταὐτὸν εἶναι 
τῷ θεωρητῷ, καὶ τὸν νοῦν ταὐτὸν εἶναι τῷ νοητῷ·” ( Enn. V.3.5, 23); “ἕν ἄρα οὕτω 
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νοῦς καὶ τὸ νοητὸν καὶ τὸ ὄν καὶ πρῶτον ὄν τοῦτο καὶ δὴ καὶ πρῶτος νοῦς τὰ ὄντα 
ἔχων, μᾶλλον δὲ ὁ αὐτὸς τοῖς οὖσιν” ( Enn. V.3.5, 26–29); “ἕν ἅμα πάντα ἔσται, νοῦς, 
νόησις, τὸ νοητὸν” ( Enn. V.3.5, 43–44); “αὐτὸς [νοῦς] ἄρα ἑαυτὸν νοήσει” ( Enn. V.3.5, 
45–46); “νοῦς γὰρ καὶ νόησις ἕν” ( Enn. V.3.6, 8); “ἑαυτὸν ἄρα νοῶν οὕτω πρὸς αὐτῷ 
καὶ εἰς ἑαυτὸν” ( Enn. V.3.7, 19–20). 
 59  Plotinus,  Enn. V.5.1, 14–15: “ἀλλ᾽ ἐν τοῖς πάθεσιν ἔχει τὴν δοκοῦσαν ὑπόστασιν καὶ 
νοῦ δεῖ ἤ διανοίας τῶν κρινούντων.” 
 60  E.g. Plotinus,  Enn. IV.3.5, 10. 
 61  Plotinus,  Enn. V.5.9, 24–26: “ὥστε ὅλον πανταχοῦ οὐδενὸς [ἑνὸς] ἔχοντος αὐτὸ οὐδ’ 
αὖ μὴ ἔχοντος· ἐχομένου ἄρα ὁτουοῦν”; Proclus, likewise, has a “holism” ( El. theol ., 
prop. 52). 
 62  This term is coined to express the way in which νοῦς simultaneously thinks all things, 
cf.  Emilsson 2007 : 199–207. This notion ultimately means that there is no potency in 
the intellect: “all the intelligibles are fully whatever they are”, cf.  ibid .: 154. 
 63  See  Enn. III.8 for a full explanation of the way in which contemplation grounds and is 
present in being; one might, likewise, consider Proclus’ claim that that which is partici-
pated is present to its participant ( El. theol . prop. 81). 
 64  Plotinus,  Enn . III.2.1.21–22. 
 65  Origen,  Comm. in Io . 32.350: “ζητῶ δὲ εἰ ἔνεστιν δοξασθῆναι τὸν θεὸν παρὰ τὸ 
δοξάζεσθαι ἐν υἱῷ, ὡς ἀποδεδώκαμεν, μειζόνως αὐτὸν ἐν ἑαυτῷ δοξαζόμενον, 
ὅτε ἐν τῇ ἑαυτοῦ γινόμενος περιωπῇ, ἐπὶ τῇ ἑαυτοῦ γνώσει καὶ τῇ ἑαυτοῦ θεωρίᾳ, 
οὔσῃ μείζονι <τῆς> ἐν υἱῷ θεωρίας, ὡς ἐπὶ θεοῦ χρὴ νοεῖν τὰ τοιαῦτα, δεῖν λέγειν 
ὅτι εὐφραίνεται ἄφατόν τινα εὐαρέστησιν καὶ εὐφροσύνην καὶ χαράν, ἐφ’ ἑαυτῷ”. 
τοιαῦτα in the second to last clause is being taken adverbally; compare with Heine 
who translates, “because we must think such things in the case of God,” cf.  Heine 
1993 : 408. 
 66  E.g. John of Damascus,  De Fide Orthodoxa I.8: “μία γὰ ρ οὐ σία, μία ἀ γαθότης, μία 
δύναμις, μία θέλησις, μία ἐ νέργεια, μία ἐ ξουσία, μία καὶ ἡ αὐ τὴ οὐ τρεῖ ς ὅ μοιαι 
ἀ λλήλαις, ἀ λλὰ μία καὶ ἡ αὐ τὴ κίνησις τῶ ν τριῶ ν ὑ ποστάσεων.” 
 67  Stead notes that there is a substantial difference between Father and Son when he notes 
that, in Platonic fashion, Origen holds the Son as the one-many to the Father’s status 
as one, cf.  Stead 1977 : 107. Also, consider what Stead says elsewhere, when he notes 
that, “Origen takes John 14:6, ‘I am . . . the truth’ as a basis for entitling Jesus ἡ τῆς 
ἀ ληθεί ας οὐ σί α, possibly ‘the essence of truth’ ( C. Cels. VIII.12, cf. VII.16); here the 
Son, as truth, is contrasted with the Father of truth; and ‘truth’ no doubt has its rather 
specialised Platonic sense of ideal and eternal reality (. . .). In another passage Origen 
suggests that the Son may be compared, not to the Idea of truth, but to the Idea of the 
Good itself, which is the source of the being and value of all the other Ideas; while the 
Father is still further exalted.” Cf.  Stead 1977 : 152. 
 68  Origen,  Comm. in Io . 20.157. 
 69  Stead 1977 : 152. 
 70  Bright 1884 : 259: “Ἤγουν Τριάς ἐστι δόξαις οὐχ ὁμοίαις.” 
 71  Bright 1884 : 259–260: “Ξένος τοῦ Υἱοῦ κατ’ οὐσίαν ὁ Πατήρ, ὅτι ἄναρχος ὑπάρχει.” 
 72  Bright 1884 : 260: “Αὐτὸς γὰρ ὁ Υἱὸς τὴν ἑαυτοῦ οὐσίαν οὐκ οἶδεν.” 
 73  Williams 1987 : 7; cf.  Von Harnack 1901 : 45. 
 74  Philo,  Opif . 6.25;  Migr . 18.103; Origen,  C. Cels. VI.64. 
 75  Νόησις νοήσεως νόησις (Aristotle,  Met. Λ, 9: 1074b34–35). 
 76  Williams 1987 : 231. 
 77  Williams 1987 : 7; cf.  Von Harnack 1901 : 40, especially 43. 
 78  Athanasius,  C. Ar . II, 5.2–3: “ὅτι ποιητὴς ὢν ὁ θεὸς ἔχει καὶ τὸν δημιουργικὸν λόγον 
οὐκ ἔξωθεν, ἀλλ’ ἴδιον ἑαυτοῦ·” Origen also identifies the δημιουργικὸς λόγος with 
God’s creative aspect; Origen, is, however, explicit that this Logos is the Son of God (ὁ 
τοῦ θεοῦ υἱὸς λόγος εἴρηται) (Origen,  Frag. in Ev. Io . 1, 66–68). 
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 79  Anatolios Khaled gives a thorough treatment of this distinction in  Khaled 1998 : 
100–109. E.g. “the Son is ‘proper to’ (ἴδιος) the Father, while all of creation is 
‘external to’ or ‘from outside’ (ἐκτός, ἔξωθεν) the Father,” cf.  Khaled 1998 : 102. 
For other examples of this in Athanasius, see  C. Ar . I, 15–16;  C. Ar. II, 57;  C. Ar. III, 
1;  C. Gent. 46–47. 
 80  Athanasius,  C. Ar. II, 82.1, 1–5: “μία γὰρ γνῶσις πατρὸς δι’ υἱοῦ ἐστι καὶ υἱοῦ παρὰ 
πατρὸς καὶ χαίρει τούτῳ ὁ πατήρ καὶ τῇ  χαρᾷ ταύτῃ  εὐφραίνεται ἐν τῷ πατρὶ ὁ υἱὸς 
(. . .) ταῦτα δὲ δείκνυσι πάλιν μὴ εἶναι τὸν υἱὸν ἀλλότριον, ἀλλ’ ἴδιον τῆς τοῦ πατρὸς 
οὐσίας.” Note how Athanasius has the Father and Son sharing in the same εὐφροσύνη 
and χαρά, varying from Origen’s earlier claim, in  Comm. in Io. XXXII.350, “δεῖν 
λέγειν ὅτι  εὐφραίνεται ἄφατόν τινα εὐαρέστησιν καὶ εὐφροσύνην καὶ  χαράν , ἐφ’ 
ἑαυτῷ.” 
 81  John 1:14. 
 82  Athanasius,  Decr. 22: “ταὐτὸν γὰρ ἡγήσαντο τὸ λέγειν ἐκ τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ τὸ λέγειν ἐκ τῆς 
οὐσίας τοῦ θεοῦ εἶναι τὸν λόγον, ἐπεὶ καὶ τὸ θεός, καθὰ προεῖπον, οὐδὲν ἕτερον ἢ τὴν 
οὐσίαν αὐτοῦ τοῦ ὄντος σημαίνει. εἰ μὲν οὖν μὴ ἐκ τοῦ θεοῦ ἐστιν ὁ λόγος, ὡς ἂν εἴη 
υἱὸς φύσει γνήσιος ἐκ πατρός, ἀλλ’ ὡς τὰ κτίσματα διὰ τὸ δεδημιουργῆσθαι λέγεται 
καὶ αὐτὸς ὡς τὰ πάντα ἐκ τοῦ θεοῦ, οὔτε ἐκ τῆς οὐσίας ἐστὶ τοῦ πατρὸς οὔτε αὐτὸς ὁ 
υἱὸς κατ’ οὐσίαν ἐστὶν υἱός, ἀλλ’ ἐξ ἀρετῆς, ὡς ἡμεῖς οἱ κατὰ χάριν καλούμενοι υἱοί. εἰ 
δὲ ἐκ τοῦ θεοῦ ἐστι μόνος ὡς υἱὸς γνήσιος, ὥσπερ οὖν καὶ ἔστι, λεχθείη ἂν εἰκότως καὶ 
ἐκ τῆς οὐσίας τοῦ θεοῦ ὁ υἱός.” 
 83  Athanasius,  Syn. 35: “εὐθὺς δ’ οὖν ἐπιφέρει «καὶ εἷς κύριος Ἰησοῦς Χριστός, δι’ οὗ τὰ 
πάντα», ἵνα τῶν πάντων ἐξάρῃ τὸν υἱόν. τὰ γὰρ ‘ἐκ τοῦ θεοῦ’ λεγόμενα πάντα ταῦτα 
δι’ υἱοῦ γέγονε καὶ οὐχ οἷόν τε ὁμοίαν ἔχειν τὰ δημιουργούμενα τῷ δημιουργοῦντι 
τὴν γένεσιν, καὶ ἵνα τὸ ‘ἐκ τοῦ θεοῦ’ λεγόμενον ὧδε ἄλλως ἐπὶ τῶν ποιημάτων αὐτὸ 
σημαίνεσθαι διδάξῃ, ἢ ὡς ἐπὶ υἱοῦ λεγόμενον νοεῖται.” 
 84  See n. 74. 
 85  Meijering 1968 : 12. 
 86  Irenaeus,  Adversus haereses II, 6.3; II, 3.1; II, 20.1; II, 20.2; IV, 34.1. 
 87  Irenaeus,  Adversus haereses II, 42.2. 
 88  Athanasius,  C. Gent. III.8–9: “καὶ ὡς ἐν ἰδίοις ἀπατώμενοι, εἰς ἑαυτῶν ἐπιθυμίαν ἔπεσαν, 
τὰ ἴδια προτιμήσαντες τῆς πρὸς τὰ θεῖα θεωρίας.” νοητά understood as implied by τὰ 
θεῖα, as it is used in this sense elsewhere in this passage. 
 89  Athanasius,  C. Gent. II.15–18: “οὐδὲν γὰρ ἔχων ἐμπόδιον εἰς τὴν περὶ τοῦ Θείου 
γνῶσιν, θεωρεῖ μὲν ἀεὶ διὰ τῆς αὐτοῦ καθαρότητος τὴν τοῦ Πατρὸς εἰκόνα, τὸν Θεὸν 
Λόγον, οὗ καὶ κατ᾿ εἰκόνα γέγονεν.” 
 90  Athanasius,  C. Gent. II.29–31: “λέγουσιν αἱ ἱεραὶ γραφαὶ κατὰ τὴν ἀρχὴν ἀνεπαισχύντῳ 
παρρησίᾳ τὸν νοῦν ἐσχηκέναι πρὸς τὸν Θεόν, καὶ συνδιαιτᾶσθαι τοῖς ἁγίοις ἐν τῇ τῶν 
νοητῶν θεωρίᾳ.” 
 91  Origen,  Princ. II.8.2–4. 
 92  Athanasius,  C. Gent. II: “ὑπερεκπλήττεται δὲ κατανοῶν τὴν δι᾿ αὐτοῦ εἰς τὸ πᾶν 
πρόνοιαν, ὑπεράνω μὲν τῶν αἰσθητῶν καὶ πάσης σωματικῆς φαντασίας γινόμενος, 
πρὸς δὲ τὰ ἐν οὐρανοῖς θεῖα νοητὰ τῇ δυνάμει τοῦ νοῦ συναπτόμενος.” 
 93  Athanasius,  Inc . VIII.1: “Οὐδὲν γὰρ αὐτοῦ κενὸν ὑπολέλειπται τῆς κτίσεως μέρος· 
πάντα δὲ διὰ πάντων πεπλήρωκεν αὐτὸς συνὼν τῷ ἑαυτοῦ Πατρί.” 
 94  Such a vision is made explicit by Proclus when he notes, “πᾶσα ἐπιστροφὴ διὰ τῶν 
αὐτῶν, δι᾽ ὦν καὶ ἡ πρόοδος” as the conclusion of  El. theol. prop. 38, a reversion that 
is only made possible on the basis of likeness to that to which the reversion is directed. 
In the above instance, in a manner similar to what Proclus will later establish, one’s 
ability to discern such Logos-based providence is instigated by one’s being made after 
the image of the Logos (Athanasius,  C. Gent. II). 
 95  Maximus,  Amb. Io . 7; for more see  Tollefsen 2008 : 21 and  Tö rö nen 2007 : 128. 
 96  Newman 1871 : 6. 
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universe, and the natural cosmos indeed, is a dynamic universe in movement 
towards an infinite reality that is theurgically established and constantly fulfilled. 
Thus, nature and all material and natural symbols are not merely  synthēmata to be 
intellectually conceived in order to facilitate a certain change of the psychological 
status; they are imprints of an ongoing ontological innovation and enrichment of 
the entire creation, of all particulars and universals. Dionysian theurgy aims pre-
cisely at the salvation of man and the entire creation. As such, it has “no parallel in 
the theurgy of Proclus or Late Neoplatonism in general.” 122 This novelty certainly 
goes far beyond the (humanly governed) institutional capacities of any Church. 123 
Besides, one should not forget that it was precisely the “institutional church” of 
those times that rejected and crucified Him Who is the source of the Church, the 
source of Dionysian theurgy. 
 Notes 
 1  Parts of this chapter were initially prepared for the International Workshop  Diony-
sius Areopagita Christianus: Approaches to the Reception and Reconstruction of the 
Christian “Tradition” in the Areopagitic Writings , at the University of Athens (Feb-
ruary 2017). An improved and enriched version was presented at the 15th Annual 
Conference of the International Society for Neoplatonic Studies, in Olomouc, Czech 
Republic (June 2017). I wish to thank the organisers of the Workshop in Athens, 
Georgios Arabatzis and Dimitrios Pallis, for the invitation. My gratitude extends in 
particular to John Finamore and the ISNS Conference Committee for accepting the 
final paper and offering a grant for its presentation. Lloyd P. Gerson commented on 
an earlier version of the chapter. With Dylan Burns and Crystal Addey we had fruitful 
discussions during the ISNS Conference. Dimitrios A. Vasilakis and Christian Bull 
offered me several valuable insights. The series editors, Mark Edwards and Lewis 
Ayres, supplied me with substantial comments. I am grateful to all of them. Finally, I 
wish to particularly express my gratitude to my co-editors and supervisors of my doc-
toral dissertation, Torstein Theodor Tollefsen and Eyjólfur Kjalar Emilsson, for their 
encouragement, continuous inspireful support and friendship, and to Lars Fredrik 
Janby for our intensive collaboration. 
 2  Dionysius,  EH I.1;  PG 3: 372a. 
 3  Cf.  Vanneste 1959 ;  Saffrey 1966 ;  Saffrey 1982 ;  Sorabji 1990 ;  Shaw 1999 ;  Dillon 
2014 . See also the famous  dictum of Anders Nygren ( Agape and Eros ) who built upon 
Martin Luther and said about the Areopagite that “the fundamental Neoplatonism is 
but scantily covered with an exceedingly thin Christian veneer.” For this quotation 
from Nygren and other interesting remarks on his view of Dionysius as “platonising” 
rather than “christianising,” see  Golitzin 1999 : 131–133. 
 4  Indeed, the literature is growing. I simply refer, in a comparative mode, to the overall 
placement of Dionysian studies with regards to the sum of studies on Neoplatonism. 
 5  For instance,  Dillon 2014 : 111–112. For a collection of central studies on this issue, 
see  Burns 2004 : 111, n. 1. To my knowledge, the most recent work focusing on 
theurgy in the pagan world is the detailed study of Crystal Addey  Divination and 
Theurgy in Neoplatonism: Oracles of the Gods , cf.  Addey 2014 , which contains a rich 
bibliography on Neoplatonic theurgy. 
 6  Burns holds the view that “it is only by examining Proclus’ practice beyond his trea-
tises, in their sociohistorical context, that Pseudo-Dionysius’ reasons for changing the 
Iamblicho-Proclean theurgic model become clear,” cf.  Burns 2004 : 113. 
  7  Sorabji 1990 : 11–12. 
 8  This reflects Shaw’s conclusive argument, in  Shaw 1999 : 598–599. 
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 9  Andrew Louth has made some very clear points with regard to Dionysius’ originality 
in relation to Neoplatonism, in  Louth 1989 : 84–87. See also  Florovsky 1987 : 204–229 
and  Golitzin 1999 . Vasilakis espouses this view in his chapter  On the Meaning of Hier-
archy in Dionysius the Areopagite , in the present volume. 
 10  Dionysius,  Ep. 9.1,  Heil and Ritter 1991 : 198.3–5;  PG 3: 1108a. This is nothing other 
than the Last Supper offered by Christ to His disciples, shortly before the betrayal and 
the Passion. 
 11  Dionysius,  Ep. 4,  Heil and Ritter 1991 : 161.5–10;  PG 3: 1072c. 
 12  This has been noticed by the Dionysian scholarship more than a century ago, with 
the studies of Hugo Koch and Josef Stiglmayr, cf.  Perczel 2000 : 491. See also,  Louth 
1986 : 432;  Louth 1989 : 81;  Golitzin 1999 : 133–134, and  Dillon 2014 : 112. 
 13  John Rist has something interesting to say about how Dionysius uses Neoplatonic 
language in a different conceptual orientation, in  Rist 2010 : 245–246. 
 14  Vladimir Lossky moves even further, when he notes that “we must not imagine that 
Christian and pagans lived in water-tight compartments, especially in Alexandria 
where both participated in the same culture, in the same intellectual life,” cf. Lossky 
1983: 67. Lossky regards the community of language and the common methodology 
as two aspects of the natural kinship of the same cultural tradition shared by both 
the pagan and Christian contemplatives of Alexandria (ibid.: 68). So, by speaking 
of “different orientation of the use of a common language,” I refer to what Lossky 
points out as “different religious frameworks of the same thems of Hellenistic spiri-
tuality,” (cf. ibid.: 67). 
 15  Cf. ibid.: 121–122. 
 16  1 Cor 9:20–22: “καὶ ἐγενόμην τοῖς Ἰουδαίοις ὡς Ἰουδαῖος, ἴνα Ἰουδαίους κερδήσω ∙ 
τοῖς ὑπὸ νόμον ὡς ὑπὸ νόμον, ἴνα τοὺς ὑπὸ νόμον κερδήσω ∙ (. . .) τοῖς πᾶσι γέγονα τὰ 
πάντα, ἴνα πάντως τινὰς σώσω.” Most of the translations use the verb “win” to render 
“κερδήσω.” I think the “to bring with me” is a better rendition. I very much agree with 
Dimitrios A. Vasilakis, who comments, in this respect of the relation of the unknown 
author of the  CD with St Paul that “historical fiction is different to spiritual indebted-
ness.” Cf. Vasilakis’ chapter in this volume, n. 44. 
 17  Plato,  Epinomis 987de: “λάβωμεν δὲ ὡς ὅτιπερ ἂν οἱ Ἕλληνες βαρβάρων παραλάβωσι, 
κάλλιον τοῦτο εἰς τέλος ἀπεργάζονται.” Although  Epinomis is labelled as a spurious 
work (Diogenes Laertius (Plato, III.37, and 46) registers that some people say that the 
author of the Epinomis was Plato’s disciple Philippus of Opus). In any case, I find this 
passage perfectly illustrating Plato’s own method and practice. 
 18  I personally prefer such an interpretative possibility for a productive  synthesis in Dio-
nysius; it goes beyond a rather superficial view and “comparison” of the Christian and 
Platonist tradition in terms of superiority of the former, as asserted in  Wear and Dillon 
2007 : 12. Besides, this attitude is not exclusively Dionysian. It is already present in 
the thought and the works of St Basil the Great. 
 19  Acts 17:23: “(. . .) διερχόμενος γὰρ καὶ ἀναθεωρῶν τὰ σεβάσματα ὑμῶν εὖρον καὶ 
βωμὸν ἐν ᾧ ἐπεγέγραπτο, ἀγνώστῳ θεῷ. ὅν οὖν ἀγνοοῦντες εὐσεβεῖτε, τοῦτον ἐγὼ 
καταγγέλλω ὑμῖν.” 
 20  Cf. Dionysius,  CH IV.1,  Heil and Ritter 1991 : 20.9–11;  PG 3: 177c. Although one 
might have wished to have a more explicit statement by Dionysius on the  creatio 
ex nihilo of the cosmos, I think it is safe to admit that, even in an implicit man-
ner, the Areopagite adheres to the creation of the cosmos by God out of nothing. 
 Louth (1989 : 85), notes that Dionysius “never speaks of creation  ex nihilo , even 
though by this time the idea of creation out of nothing had become the normal and 
accepted way in which Christians expressed their belief in creation.” For the pos-
sibility of maintaining a creationist view within the phenomenally emanationist 
Neoplatonic setting in the Areopagite’s works, see  Damian 2011 : 96–97. On the 
possibility of taking παραγωγή in Dionysius as implying creation out of nothing, 
see  Golitzin 2013 : 105–113. For an inquiry into a Christian orthodox doctrine of 
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creation in the Areopagite, see  Tollefsen 2008 : 113 ff. The reader would greatly 
benefit from Tollefsen’s chapter on  Proclus, Philoponus, and Maximus: The Para-
digm of the World and Temporal Beginning , in this volume, where Tollefsen com-
pares Neoplatonic and Christian doctrines of creation. Following his argument 
that “the classical Christian doctrine of creation reached its completion in major 
thinkers of the fourth century,” it is plausible to claim, I think, that the Areopagite 
could but have adhered to this doctrine, as well. This claim could also be supported 
by Brown Dewhurst’s chapter in the present, where she argues for fundamental 
divergences between Proclus and St Maximus the Confessor in their views on the 
origin of the cosmos. The given agreement of Dionysius with St Maximus on the 
existence of one Triune God who creates without the aid of intermediate deities 
would be enough to conclude that the Areopagite adheres to  creation rather, than 
to  emanation . See also, infra n. 121. 
 21  Rorem admits, though, that the similarities between Iamblichus and Dionysius do not 
necessarily mean that the Areopagite read  De Mysteriis . Cf.  Burns 2004 : 112. 
 22  Louth 1986 : 432. 
 23  Struck 2001 : 25–26. One could, for instance, think of St Gregory of Nyssa, who in 
many regards has been much influential to Dionysius, cf.  Golitzin 1999 : 136 and 
 Florovsky 1987 : 213. But as the Lexicon Gregorianum shows, there is no use of the 
term θεουργία by Gregory. However the case may be, I would agree with Rorem’s 
conclusion that “Dionysius’ ritual theory must be understood ‘in general (. . .) in the 
context of basically patristic precedents’.” Cf.  Struck 2001 : 26. 
 24  Cf. Burns 2004 : 121. 
 25  Dillon 1973 : 29. 
 26  Rorem 1984 . 
 27  Shaw 1999 : 582. The tripartite division of mankind and souls is also present in pre-
Iamblichean traditions, such as Valentinians, Sethians and Hermetists. Dylan Burns 
has summed up the arguments of Rorem and Shaw about the aspects of Iamblichean 
theurgy that, according to them, are replicated by Dionysius, cf.  Burns 2004 : 112. 
 28  Note, for instance, the divergences between Proclus and Plotinus on the question of 
matter as badness, as it is specially treated in Emilsson’s chapter  Plotinus’ Doctrine 
of Badness as Matter in Ennead I.8 ., in this volume. 
 29  See passage T2 below. 
 30  Burns has some useful notes about the tendency of comparing Dionysius with Iambli-
chus, and not Proclus, on theurgy, in  Burns 2004 : 113 and n. 9. It would also be fruit-
ful to explore other possible reasons for a closer relation of Dionysius to Iamblichus 
rather than to Plotinus, in the perspective of what Chlup calls Iamblichean ῾eastern᾽ 
Neoplatonism, cf. Chlup 2012: 18, that flourished in the 4th century Syria. 
 31  Louth 1986 : 434. 
 32  See, for instance,  De Myst . III.11, 125.4–5; III.24–25, 157.12–14; III.27, 165.7–10; 
IV.8, 192.1–3; V.10, 210.11–12; X.3, 287.15–288.1;  Clarke  et al . 2003 : 146–147, 
178–179, 186–187, 214–216, 240–241, 346–347. See also  Shaw 1999 : 596, and 
 Shaw 1995 : 86–87. Crystal Addey notes that  epitēdeiotēs in Iamblichus summons 
“the ritual, intellectual and ethical qualities which were considered to be essential 
for the theurgist to develop,” and she argues that the term accounts for the difference 
between theurgy and sorcery (γοητεία). Cf.  Addey 2014 : 27 and 35. 
 33  For an analysis of “ἐπιτηδειότης,” a justification of the English specific rendition of 
the term, and insights on “aptitude” in Late Antique and Early Christian thought, see 
 Pavlos 2017a and  2017b . 
 34  Cf.  Emilsson and Strange 2015 : 28. See also  Schroeder 2014 , an excellent piece 
on the influence of Alexander to Plotinus; although it does not treat  epitēdeiotēs 
explicitly, the specific influence can be extracted as a corollary from Schroeder’s 
analysis. 
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 35  I investigate this further in my doctoral dissertation, “The concept of Aptitude 
(Ἐπιτηδειότης) in Late Antique and Early Christian Thought,” at the Department of 
Philosophy, University of Oslo. For sporadic but substantial remarks on  epitēdeiotēs 
in the thought of St Maximus the Confessor, see  Tollefsen 2008 : 185 ff. 
 36  On  epitēdeiotēs in a physical context, see  Sambursky 1962 : 104–109. For remarks 
on epitēdeiotēs in Philoponus᾽ cosmological account, see Tollefsen᾽s chapter in this 
volume. 
 37  Plotinus,  Enn. VI.4.11, 3–4; VI.4.15, 1–6; 12–13. Cf.  Emilsson and Strange 2015 : 
26–28. 
 38  Rarely, however, Iamblichus employs the term as associated to an agent rather than a 
patient. Cf.  Clarke  et al . 2003 : 217. 
 39  Sambursky 1962 : 106. 
 40  Iamblichus,  De Myst . III.11, 124.14–125.6; Clarke  et al . 146–147. 
 41  I am basically commenting on the last sentence of passage T1, which I have added in 
Greek. It is however possible to discern the “normal” Plotinian influence on Iambli-
chus’ understanding of  epitēdeiotēs , when Iamblichus refers to prayer. He asserts that 
prayer is effective in that it “enlarges very greatly our soul’s receptivity to the gods, 
reveals to men the life of the gods, accustoms their eyes to the brightness of divine 
light, and gradually brings to perfection the capacity of our faculties for contact with 
the gods.” Cf.  Wear and Dillon 2007 : 63. Here we have the original Plotinian motive 
of a certain (innate) potency that is supported “internally” – not through material 
items – by  epitēdeiotēs . This Iamblichean passage is interesting also because it illus-
trates the dynamic character of  epitēdeiotēs that affects potency in two ways: it both 
leads it to actualisation and increases it. 
 42  Dionysius,  Ep. 8.2,  Heil and Ritter 1991 : 180.12–16. Cf.  Wear and Dillon 2007 : 95. 
Interestingly, Iamblichus does not maintain the Plotinian picture that is apparently 
preserved by Dionysius when the latter asserts that there is an approximation with the 
divine not in spatial terms but according to the aptitude for receiving God. Plotinus 
originally illustrates this idea in  Enn. VI.4.15. 
 43  Iamblichus,  De Myst . V.23, 233.9–13; Clarke  et al . 268–269. 
 44  Cf. Plotinus,  Enn. II.9. 
 45  Dodds asserts that the term “theurgy” is not found anywhere in Plotinus’  Enneads , cf. 
 Coughlin 2006 : 150.  Louth (1986 : 432) notes that, “Plotinus had no time for theurgy: 
the world θεουργία is not used in the  Enneads , he uses the older, derogatory word, 
γοητεία, ‘sorcery’.” See also  Rist 2010 : 244, and  Mazur 2004 . 
 46  Cf.  Clarke  et al . 2003 : 269. My understanding is that Iamblichus qualifies the afore-
mentioned material objects as sacred, perfect and divine already before, and apart 
from, their specific theurgic composition and transformation into a receptacle. 
 47  Shaw 1999 : 596. 
 48  Iamblichus,  De Myst . V.18–19, 225.1–4;  Clarke  et al . 2003 : 256–259. 
 49  The integration of theurgy in Proclean Neoplatonism is perhaps the most fruitful evi-
dence to this. Cf.  Van den Berg 2014 : 261. 
 50  Indeed, it would be somewhat oversimplifying to pose a radical distinction 
between theory (θεωρία), or theology (θεολογία) and theurgy. For Dionysius, 
who had seen  theourgia as the consummation of  theologia , this would have been 
impossible. This Iamblichean passage confirms Zeke Mazur, who argues that 
“ theōria and  theurgia are ambiguous categories that admit of some overlap.” 
Thus, contemplation cannot be understood as simple intellection, just as theurgy 
does not merely designate external or material ritual practices, cf.  Coughlin 
2006 : 151. At the same time, Iamblichus is well aware of the distinct roles of 
theology, theurgy and philosophy, when he promises that he shall provide expla-
nations to Porphyry’s attacks in a manner proper to the respective question, cf. 
 Coughlin 2006 : 151. 
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 51  Iamblichus,  De Myst . VI.6, 246.12–247.2;  Clarke  et al. 2003 : 286–287. I add the 
Greek text here because it bears similarities with a significant Dionysian extract we 
examine in passage T6: “Ὁ θεουργὸς διὰ τὴν δύναμιν τῶν ἀπορρήτων συνθημάτων, 
οὐκέτι ὡς ἄνθρωπος οὐδ᾽ ὡς ἀνθρωπίνῃ ψυχῇ χρώμενος ἐπιτάττει τοῖς κοσμικοῖς, 
ἀλλ᾽ ὡς ἐν τῇ τῶν θεῶν τάξει προϋπάρχων μείζοσι τῆς καθ᾽ ἑαυτὸν οὐσίας 
ἐπανατάσεσι χρῆται (. . .).” 
 52  Needless to mention the enthusiasm I experienced when in my first reading of  De 
Mysteriis I realised how much of pagan reality is preserved in the series of comics 
“Astérix,” by René Goscinny and Albert Uderzo. There, the equivalent to the Colo-
phonian oracle’s water mentioned by Iamblichus in  De Mysteriis , is the magic broth 
made by the druid with an arcane recipe that only he knows. 
 53  Two remarks here. The first is that such a being, perfect God and perfectly man, 
would sound to Iamblichean ears at least as strange as it would sound to Plotinus’ 
the inclusion and identification of the absolute Universal, the One, to an absolute 
particular, a man, and this made of without the aid of any mystical ascent. Secondly, 
the reader should not think that I use – arbitrarily, one might say – the Council of 
Chalcedon as a means to heal what has been admitted by Georges Florovsky as “a cer-
tain vagueness of Dionysius’ christological ideas,” cf.  Florovsky 1987 : 225. Rather, 
I do wish to stress in this way the permanence of theurgic identity in Areopagite’s 
 theourgos against the temporality of theurgic properties in Iamblichus’. 
 54  Dionysius,  EH III,  Heil and Ritter 1991 : 79.1–94.22. Cf.  Louth 1989 : 60. 
 55  Ibid . 
 56  Louth 1986 : 434. 
 57  On the relation of this initial status of sacraments to the later tradition of the Church, 
see  Louth 1989 : 57–58. 
 58  Indicatively, see  Florovsky 1987 : 225. 
 59  Cf. for instance,  Grillmeier and Hainthaler 2013 : 311–342. 
 60  Dionysius,  EH I.1,  Heil and Ritter 1991 : 63.12–64.4;  PG 3: 372a;  Parker 1897 : 168. 
 61  Dionysian theology stems from the Scriptural truth that is tirelessly repeated 
throughout the Corpus. The Areopagite acknowledges one Triune God. In  EH he 
affirms the triadic in unity blessedness of the beyond all Godhead as the singular 
cause of beings, the source of life, the principle of hierarchy and the essence of 
goodness: “ταύτης ἀρχὴ τῆς ἱεραρχίας ἡ πηγὴ τῆς ζωῆς ἡ οὐσία τῆς ἀγαθότητος 
ἡ μία τῶν ὄντων αἰτία, τριάς, (. . .) ταύτῃ δὲ τῇ πάντων ἐπέκεινα θεαρχικωτάτῃ 
μακαριότητι τῇ τρισσῇ τῇ μονάδι (. . .).” Cf. Dionysius,  EH I.3,  Heil and Ritter 
1991 : 66.6–9;  PG 3: 373cd. 
 62  Dionysius,  Ep . 4,  Heil and Ritter 1991 : 161.5–10;  PG 3: 1072bc;  Parker 1897 : 95: 
“Καὶ γὰρ, ἵνα συνελόντες εἴπωμεν, οὐδὲ ἄνθρωπος ἦν, οὐχ ὡς μὴ ἄνθρωπος, ἀλλ᾽ ὡς 
ἐξ ἀνθρώπων ἀνθρώπων ἐπέκεινα καὶ ὑπὲρ ἄνθρωπον ἀληθῶς ἄνθρωπος γεγονώς, 
καὶ τὸ λοιπὸν οὐ κατὰ θεὸν τὰ θεῖα δράσας, οὐ τὰ ἀνθρώπεια κατὰ ἄνθρωπον, ἀλλ᾽ 
ἀνδρωθέντος θεοῦ, καινήν τινα τὴν θεανδρικὴν ἐνέργειαν ἡμῖν πεπολιτευμένος.” 
Note the dialectics of affirmations and negations with regard to the nature(s) of Christ, 
in this passage: they demonstrate an understanding of “theurgist” by the Areopagite 
radically contrasting the Iamblichean theurgist who “commands cosmic entities no 
longer as a human being or employing a human soul (. . .)”, in passage T4. 
 63  Saffrey 1966 : 98. 
 64  Dionysius,  CH IV,  Heil and Ritter 1991 : 22.25–23.5;  PG 3: 181b;  Parker 1897 : 158. 
 65  Dionysius,  EH III, θεωρία 5,  Heil and Ritter 1991 : 84.18–21;  PG 3: 432b. I use the 
translation of the passage made by Struck, in  Struck 2001 : 31. Notably, the term 
τελεσιουργία is employed by Iamblichus in several places in the De Mysteriis. 
 66  Louth 1986 : 434. Louth’s claim has been given a solid grounding after the work on 
Dionysian Christology by  Grillmeier and Hainthaler 2013 . 
 67  Florovsky 1987 : 211. I am very grateful to fr. Johannes Johansen, rector of the Nor-
wegian Orthodox Church of St Nicholas in Oslo and Christ’s Transfiguration Parish 
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in Rogaland, and to Torleif Thomas Grønnestad, for granting me access to the Stavan-
ger Orthodox Library, whereby I borrowed a copy of the otherwise hardly accessible 
Collected Works of fr. Georges Florovsky. 
 68 I found the analysis of this subject in Emilsson 1999 very illuminating. 
 69  For the time being, I am happy to leave this claim in its present form without further 
justification. 
 70  See respective lemmas, in Nasta 2013: 3. 
 71  Florovsky 1987 : 211. 
 72  See relevant remarks on “synergy” in Vasilakis’ chapter in this volume, nn. 45 and 96. 
 73  Florovsky 1987 : 216. 
 74  Ibid . 
 75  Dionysius,  DN XI.5,  Suchla 1990 : 221.5–10;  PG 3: 953a. 
 76  See also the section on  Theourgia – Hierourgia (Chapter 7), in  Wear and Dillon 2007 : 
99–115. 
 77  Dionysius,  EH III, Θεωρία 4,  Heil and Ritter 1991 : 84.1–6;  PG 3: 429d;  Parker 1897 : 
202. 
 78  Dionysius,  Ep. 9.1,  Heil and Ritter 1991 : 198.3–5;  PG 3: 1108a. 
 79  Gontikakis 1984 : 61–62. 
 80  Ibid . A modern “theurgist” would also claim the same about the revival of Iambli-
chean theurgy nowadays. The difference lies on what exactly is acted. 
 81  John 14:19: “ἔτι μικρὸν καὶ ὁ κόσμος με οὐκέτι θεωρεῖ, ὑμεῖς δὲ θεωρεῖτέ με, ὅτι 
ἐγὼ ζῶ καὶ ὑμεῖς ζήσετε.” I use the text from Novum Testamentum Graece, edited by 
Nestle-Aland. 
  82  Louth 1986 : 435. 
 83  I would partially agree with Burns, who argues that “when he [Dionysius] argues that 
‘theurgy is the consummation of theology,’ he refers to a systems of ritual liturgics 
in which the priest not only needs to be saved through theurgic symbols, but needs 
to save others by using them properly, as prescribed.” The terms “save others” and 
“using” that Burns employs, assign the Dionysian priest with a task that I do not think 
it is prescribed by the Areopagite. Cf.  Burns 2004 : 122 and n. 49. 
 84  Cf. Russell 2006: 258. 
 85  Cf. Iamblichus,  De Myst . I.21, 14: “οἷς καὶ τὰ μὲν ἄφθεγκτα διὰ συμβόλων ἀπορρήτων 
ἐκφωνεῖται.” 
 86  Wear and Dillon 2007 : 102. 
 87  Dionysius,  EH III.10,  Heil and Ritter 1991 : 90.9–10:  PG 3: 440b: “Οὔτω τοῖς θείοις 
ὁ ἱεράρχης ἑνοῦται καὶ τὰς ἱερὰς θεουργίας ὑμνήσας ἱερουργεῖ τὰ θειότατα καὶ ὑπ᾽ 
ὄψιν ἄγει τὰ ὑμνημένα.” 
 88  John Finamore notes further that, for Iamblichus, “the largest segment of humanity 
is held down by nature, is subject to fate, and never rises. Other human beings can 
and do make progress through theurgical ascent.” Cf.  Finamore 2014 : 289. By “kata 
symbebēkos” I refer to the minority of humans identified above by Finamore. 
 89  Louth 1986 : 434. 
 90  Cf. the excellent illustration of this cosmic freedom, in  Florovsky 1987 : 218. 
 91  One may reasonably think that, in such a cosmic setting, the Neoplatonic generalisa-
tion of Stoic  sympatheia , that applies to the entire cosmos and opens room to Iambli-
chean theurgy, needs a radical revision. 
 92  Cf.  Ivanovic 2017 : 150. 
 93  It is a central conviction of the Areopagite, shared by St Maximus the Confessor as 
well, that synergy between God and man is the foundation for deification of the latter, 
cf. Ivanovic 2019: 210. 
 94  Shaw 1999 : 589. 
 95  Ibid .: 587–590. 
 96  This is the meaning of the Dionysian predicate “θεουργικός” referring to the deifica-
tion of the human being. See also  Wear and Dillon 2007 : 102.  
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 97  This does not contradict my previous claim that for Dionysius the only theurgist is 
Christ. For deification of the human being amounts to likeness to Christ in His com-
plete Glory (as far as possible), a glimpse of which was offered to few disciples, the 
day of Transfiguration. And so long human beings become Christlike they become 
theurgists. 
 98  Shaw 1999 : 595. 
 99  Ibid .: 573. 
 100  I very much suspect that  apologetics are to be found on both sides of the river, 
both on the Neoplatonist and the Christian shore. In general, the apologetics, though 
often under attack, are neither bad people nor inaccurate with regard to the evidence. 
Socrates, for instance, was such a person, as Plato reminds us in his Apology of 
Socrates. 
 101  Shaw 1999 : 595–596. 
 102  In the tendency of the literature to bring together Dionysius and Proclus (and Iam-
blichus) on theurgy, Christ is regarded as a Dionysian symbol, cf.  Burns 2004 : 125. 
But this raises the question whether Christ is a symbol, and, if yes, of what. For the 
Areopagite Christ is a being, perfect God and man. A symbol refers  by definition to 
something beyond itself. But is there anything beyond, or apart from, Christ to be 
symbolised by Him? I think Dionysius’ answer, as it comes out from his Corpus, is 
no. If that is the case, then Christ could be taken as a symbol only on the basis of being 
a symbol of Himself. But, then, are we not far way from Neoplatonism? Perhaps 
the reasons that prompt one to think of Christ as a symbol in a Neoplatonic manner, 
could be understood on the basis of the Dionysian method of paraphrasing respective 
passages from Proclus’  Platonic Theology , in which the role of Jesus is analogous to 
that of Plato. But, again, these analogies hide fundamental divergences that lead me 
to the view I presented above. István Perczel’s analysis is very fruitful and I shall 
only borrow one point to support my claim: “In other words, he [Jesus] is not only 
the principal Revelator as is Plato in Proclus’ system, but also the Revealed and the 
Revelation itself.” Cf.  Perczel 2000 : 501–502. Perczel concludes his comparative 
reading by noting that “instead of [Jesus] being a messenger of the higher beings [as 
Plato is], he [Jesus] is their principle”, in  ibid . 
 103  Shaw 1999 : 595. 
 104  One may check the instances where the author of the  CD employs the term σῶμα. But 
what I find sufficiently arguing for the Dionysian anticipation of the body’s inclusion 
in deification – which also implies resurrection of the dead – is the eschatological 
passage from the  DN that connects deification with Christ’s Transfiguration, in  DN 
I.4,  Suchla 1990 : 114.7–115.5;  PG 3: 592c. 
 105  Shaw 1999 : 595. 
 106  Ibid .: 596. 
 107  See n. 78 in Vasilakis’ chapter in this volume, for details about the disputed label of 
the  EH treatise. 
 108  Florovsky 1987 : 217. 
 109  See also Vasilakis’ chapter in this volume and especially n. 24. 
 110  There is no passage in the  CD where Dionysius employs theurgy dissociated from 
Christ. Cf.  Burns 2004 : 125 and n. 66. 
 111  Armstrong 1973 : 11. 
 112  Shaw 1999 : 598. 
 113  Cf.  Burns 2004 : 127, who builds upon Shaw. The latter has a very interesting refer-
ence to St Maximus’ the Confessor’s  Mystagogia, a work that, indeed, can be seen as 
a commentary on Dionysius’  Ecclesiastical Hierarchy . There Maximus refers to the 
church as an “image of the sensible world” and he says that “the world can be thought 
of as a church,” cf.  Shaw 1999 : 598, n. 105. Although I could not supply myself with 
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the translation of  Mystagogia Shaw had at his disposal, I believe the renditions above, 
apart from being selective, do not perfectly reflect the Greek text, where Maximus 
says precisely the following (bold phrases are made intentionally to correspond to 
the phrases Shaw refers to, as above): “ Ὅτι καὶ μόνου τοῦ αἰσθητοῦ κόσμου ἐστὶν 
εἰκὼν, ἡ ἁγία τοῦ Θεοῦ Ἐκκλησία . Καὶ αὖ θις μόνου τοῦ αἰ σθητοῦ κόσμου καθ ̓ ἑ αυτὸ ν 
τὴ ν ἁ γίαν τοῦ Θεοῦ Ἐ κκλησίαν εἶ ναι σύμβολον ἔ φασκεν· ὡς οὐρανὸν μὲν τὸ θεῖον 
ἱερατεῖον ἔχουσαν· γῆν δὲ τὴν εὐπρέπειαν τοῦ ναοῦ κεκτημένην. Ὡσαύτως δὲ  καὶ 
τὸν κόσμον ὑπάρχειν Ἐκκλησίαν · ἱερατείῳ μὲν ἐοικότα τὸν οὐρανὸν ἔχοντα, ναῷ δὲ 
τὴν κατὰ γῆν διακόσμησιν.” ( Myst . Ch. 3,  PG 91: 672a). The reader might discern 
certain concealments that allow Shaw to conclude, by means of a selective reading of 
this Maximian passage that “the world as church or temple is perfectly consistent with 
the principles of Iamblichean theurgy, so long as  our church is not the  only church.” I 
fully align myself with Shaw, however, in his objection about the church; I agree with 
him, since for both Dionysius and Maximus, the church is definitely not the one he 
rightly feels allergic about. 
 114  The epistemic implications of this identification are enormous, but this would need a 
separate study. 
 115  For instance, Shaw’s introductory wonder, in  Shaw 1999 , is “why are Christian 
theologians reluctant to admit that Dionysius was a theurgist.” By “theurgist” 
Shaw refers to the Iamblichean definition of a theurgist as a man who performs 
theurgic rituals. 
 116  Iamblichus,  De Myst . V.18–19, 225.1–4;  Clarke  et al . 2003 : 256–259. 
 117  Dodds 1963 : 283. On the origins and the meaning of the term “μαγεία,” see  Bull 2018 : 
398–404. Bull builds on the definition of “religion” as “an institution consisting of 
culturally patterned interaction with culturally postulated superhuman beings,” by 
Melford Spiro, and provides the following definition of “magic”: “then magic should 
be considered a subgroup of religion, since it consists of a specific form of interaction 
with the culturally postulated beings. If religion is ‘institution’, then magic is specific 
rituals performed within or – perhaps more commonly – on the fringes of said institu-
tion.” I do not mean to say that Iamblichus considers theurgy as magic. He is quite 
clear in that theurgy goes far beyond magic or “sorcery” (γοητεία, the term Plotinus 
uses in his  Enneads ), the latter relying on sympathies within the material world; for 
him, theurgy requires the involvement of the divine will of gods. I simply mean that, 
from a Christian point of view, Iamblichean theurgy is about magic so long as it does 
not acknowledge a single divine activity of one God; a singular activity that is, the 
more, not dependent on an evocation of a manifold of deities. For the relationship 
between theurgy, magic and religious practices in Late Antiquity, see  Addey 2014 : 
32–38. 
 118  Stock 2013 : 14. 
 119  Unlike the Timaeus, and the entire Neoplatonic tradition, Dionysius has a creator god 
who brings the universe into being theurgically, without the aid of subordinate gods, 
cf. Lossky 1983: 124–125. 
 120  See nn. 20 and 121. 
 121  I fully agree with István Perczel who argues that in “Dionysius’ Christian Platonist 
system (. . .) the creating activity is not distributed among different divine entities or 
hypostases like in Proclus, but is attributed to the highest and universal cause of all 
things. Proclus’ Demiurge is a subordinate deity occupying a rather modest rank in 
the Diadochus’ sophisticated pantheon. But Dionysius’ “Producer (ὑποστάτης) of all 
things” is the supreme Godhead (. . .).” Cf.  Perczel 2000 : 494. 
 122  I think here Burns is absolutely right. Cf.  Burns 2004 : 127. 
 123  I very much agree with Shaw’s criticism of the “institutional church,” cf.  Shaw 
1999 : 599. 
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understood in the arrogant terms of one thing’s exceeding another in power, 97 but 
rather in the humble terms of the image of Christ, who descends in order to initiate 
us in the mysteries of Divine Love. 
 The application of “hierarchy” not only to the human and heavenly spheres, but 
also to Divinity, suggests that there is one overall chain of hierarchies which at its 
top has the Archpriest 98 Christ, followed by various “classes.” 99 This is why the 
names of each sphere can be extended to the others, too. Both hierarch and Christ 
are called “angel,” 100 while the angels are compared to hierarchs. 101 Thus, in Dio-
nysius we have a stricter and looser use of “hierarch,” referring on the one hand 
to the human official and on the other to any entity that carries out the functional 
role described above: a communication of knowledge that can be carried out by 
a higher “messenger,” which is of course the original meaning of “angel,” 102 or 
even by Christ. 
 This brings us to the function of Dionysius’ own  Hierarchies , and his hierarchi-
cal role as their author. Dionysius is a presbyter, i.e. a priest, whose own hierarch 
is Hierotheus, even if he is also ultimately (and supposedly) a student of Paul. 103 
Hence, Dionysius’ task is the illumination of the initiated, and especially of his 
readers. 104 Historically the priests would assist hierarchs in the performance of rit-
uals and in teaching. This is not to say that Dionysius’ books are themselves rituals 
or mysteries, but the  Ecclesiastical Hierarchy is largely about the sacraments, and 
helps us to understand the sacred meaning of the mysteries. Meanwhile the  Celes-
tial Hierarchy informs us about the symbolisms of the angels in Scripture and in 
paintings. Both books teach about the structure of the hierarchies, in an attempt to 
illuminate us. In this sense their author is “doing hierarchy” (ἱεραρχεῖν), that is, 
trying to spark within us the light that will inflame our desire for God. 105 
 Conclusion 
 If all this is right, then our modern sense of hierarchy has lost much of the original 
meaning invested in the term by Dionysius. For him, relating “hierarchically” 
is not merely or mostly to outrank someone, but to invite someone to move up 
to God. Just consider how Franz Kafka (1883–1924) suggests in works like  The 
Trial that due to its innumerable layers, hierarchy distances us from any supreme 
authority that could guarantee justice. Dionysian hierarchy is the reverse: a result 
of Christ’s loving providence, and a dynamic process for closing the gap between 
us and Him, as far as possible. 
 Notes 
  * I am grateful to Peter Adamson for his detailed philosophical and editorial com-
ments, and to Panagiotis G. Pavlos for his penetrating remarks. This article was 
written within the DFG-Project: “Natur in politischen Ordnungsentwürfen: Antike-
Mittelalter-Frühe Neuzeit” (LMU, Munich). 
 1  See for instance  O’Meara 1975 . 
 2  Cf.  Stiglmayr 1898 : 181. 
 3  Cf.  Wear and Dillon 2007 : 7, 11, 56, n. 27. 
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 4  Cf. Rorem’s n. 11 in  Luibheid and Rorem 1987 : 197–198. The persona of the unknown 
author, Saint Dionysius the Areopagite, was a convert of Saint Paul after his famous 
sermon in Athens; cf. Acts 17:34. 
 5  Some  TLG statistics: from the 112 instances of the word ἱεραρχία (in every dec-
lination and number) in the  CD , only one is to be found in the  DN . All the other 
instances stem from the  CH (52 times) and the  EH (59). The adjective ἱεραρχικός 
(in every form) has a total of 83 instances:  CH 11;  EH 67;  DN 3;  Ep . 8 2 times. The 
adverb ἱεραρχικῶς appears thrice in the  CH and 16 times in the  EH . The designation 
ἱεράρχης (in every form) appears 11 times in  CH ;  EH -87;  DN -2; thrice in  Ep . 8 and 
also in the titles of the  Ep . 7 and 9, although the titles are generally disputed as later 
insertions. Finally, the verb ἱεραρχῶ (in every form) is met 19 times in  CH and 8 in 
 EH . Note the absence of these terms from the  MT . 
 6  These two books form a unity. The right order is to start reading the  CH and con-
clude with the  EH , since in the  CH one finds an introduction to the notion of hier-
archy per se. The contents of the books are mutually complementary. As to how 
they might contribute to Dionysius’ overall project see different proposals by  Luib-
heid and Rorem 1987 : 140, n. 17,  Golitzin 2013 : xxxiv;  Andreopoulos forthcom-
ing (I thank the author for having sent me a draft). The Dionysian texts used are 
 Suchla 1990 (for  DN ) and Heil and Ritter 2012 (for the Corpus’ rest treatises). In 
my references I give the number of the chapter/section, the pagination/lineation 
(separated by a full-stop) of the standard critical edition, as well as the pagination 
from Migne’s  PG (along with the number of the volume, because they are used 
in English translations). 
 7  We should not overlook, however, the precedents in Christian (especially ascetic) 
literature; see  Golitzin 2013 : 50–56, 305–364, xxxiv – xxxv, n. 43, and  Golitzin 1994 : 
233ff., especially 319–392. 
 8  See  Dodds 1963 , propositions 25–39. 
 9  See  Vasilakis 2014 : (chapters 2–3). 
 10  Cf.  ibid .: 234–248. “Φιλανθρωπία” is frequently used in the  Hierarchies ; see e.g. 
Dionysius,  EH III.8,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 88.10;  PG 3: 437a. 
 11  Cf. Plato,  Theaet . 173a4–8. 
 12  Cf. idem,  Rep . VII, 514a1–518b5. 
 13  Translations of Dionysius are my own. I have been assisted by the Modern-Greek 
translation of Dionysius by  Sakalis 1985 . Regarding the widely available English 
translation by  Luibheid and Rorem 1987 ,  Arthur 2008 : xi notes that the “sheer read-
ability and capacity for conveying the personality and emotions behind the words 
have made Dionysius much more accessible than he would have been otherwise.” 
However, Perl is right in criticising  Luibheid and Rorem  1987 as being more a para-
phrase than a translation of Dionysius’ complex Greek; see  Perl 2007 : ix. Cf. also 
 Knepper 2014 : xi. 
 14  Dionysius,  CH IX.3,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 38.16–20;  PG 3: 261a. (My additions in 
square brackets.) About the Old Testament figure of Melchisedek see Gen 14:18–20; 
Hebr 7:1–28, passim. 
 15  About the Dionysian Hierarch see:  ΕΗ I.3,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 66.1–6;  PG 3: 373c, 
 EH II.3,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 75.3–9;  PG 3: 400b, and  EH III.3,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 
83.3–10;  PG 3: 429a–b. 
 16  I promise to do part of this in future papers. For Dionysius’ relation to pagan Neo-
platonism see also Pavlos’ chapter in this volume on the notion of theurgy in the 
Areopagite, esp. its first part (“Methodological Concerns”), as well as the general 
methodological framework set out in the Introduction to this volume. 
 17  As a preliminary to pagan Neoplatonic, and especially Proclus’ views on hierarchy I 
recommend  Terezis 2002 . 
 18  See also infra, n. 22. 
 19  Short paraphrase of the beginning of Plato,  Tim . 17a1–2. 
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 20  The reader will find in Dionysius’  Hierarchies other definitions, which do not contra-
dict each other, although sometimes have different formulations. See e.g.  EH I.3,  Heil 
and Ritter 2012 : 65.22–24;  PG 3: 373c and  CH III.2,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 18.10–13; 
 PG 3: 165b. 
 21  Such a gesture, underlining the author’s personal contribution to the tradition handed 
to him, is met also in Proclus; cf. e.g. Proclus,  In Alc. 125.2 (Westerink). 
 22  For the Dionysian notion of ἀναλογία see  Lossky 1930 and  Loudovikos 2011 : 125. 
It forms one of the bridges from Dionysius to Maximus the Confessor; contrast the 
approach in  Gavin 2008 and  Stang 2012 : 114. For the absence of the term “hierarchy” 
and its cognates in Maximus (save for two unimportant occurrences) see  Constas 
2017 : 8, n. 34. 
 23  Dionysius,  CH III.1,  Heil and Ritter 2012 ; 17.3–9;  PG 3: 164d. 
 24  For a (par-)etymological connection between κάλλος (beauty) and issuing a call to 
(καλῶ) or charming someone (κηλῶ) see Proclus,  In Alc. 328.11–13. 
 25  Cf. also  Perczel 2015 : 215. 
 26  Dionysius,  CH IX.2,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 37.10–13;  PG 3: 260b. See also  de Andia 
1996 and  Ivanovic 2017 . 
 27  See the thorough analysis by  Golitzin 2013 : 161–191, in addition. One could draw 
an analogy with the Dionysian, as well as Neoplatonic, triadic division of divine 
intellects into being (corresponding to order), power (or capacity, corresponding to 
understanding) and activity; cf.  CH XI.2,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 42.1–2;  PG 3: 284d. 
 28  Here, as in general, Dionysius’ language is ambivalent between initiation (τελέω-ῶ/
τελεῖσθαι/τελετή) and perfection (τελειόω-ῶ/τελειοῦσθαι/τελείωσις). 
 29  Dionysius,  CH III.2,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 18.17–19.2;  PG 3: 165b–c. 
 30  In Greek these “classes” can be again termed as “τάξεις.” In fact, in  CD “τάξις” is 
interchangeable with “διακόσμησις” (arrangement). From the manifold cases, see: 
 CH III.2,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 18.11;  PG 3: 165b;  CH III.3,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 
19.21;  PG 3: 168a;  CH IX.2, passim., e.g.  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 36.12–14 and 24;  PG 
3: 257c and 260a;  CH X.2,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 40.16 and 18;  PG 3: 273b. 
 31  Cf. also  Louth 1989 : 65, 66. 
 32  See also  CH VII.2,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 28.20–23;  PG 3 208a–b. 
 33  “System” for πραγματεία. Cf.  LSJ ad lem. III. (1.b). 
 34  Dionysius,  EH V.1,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 104.11–15;  PG 3: 501a. 
 35  The existence of the following genitives leads us to take μετοχή as “participation”, 
although in the  DN μετοχή usually stands for Proclus’ μετεχόμενον (i.e. the partici-
pated entity). Cf.  Vasilakis 2014 : 223, n. 63. 
 36  Dionysius,  CH VII.2,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 28.15–17;  PG 3: 208a. 
 37  See the “ἱεραρχικαὶ τελεταί” (hierarchical initiation mysteries) in:  EH III,  Heil and 
Ritter 2012 : 79.8;  PG 3: 424c; cf.  ibid .: 79.15;  PG 3: 424d, and  ibid .: 19;  PG 3: 425a. 
In this chapter we find the following alternative formulations, too: “ἱεροτελεστικὴ 
πραγματεία” (sacredly initiating operation, with  Luibheid and Rorem  1987 ad loc.) in 
 EH III,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 79.10;  PG 3: 424c; “ἱεραρχικὰ σύμβολα” (hierarchical 
symbols) in  ibid .: 79.13;  PG 3: 424d; “τελειωτικὰ μυστήρια” (perfecting mysteries) 
in  ibid .: 79.17;  PG 3: 425a, and  EH III.4,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 83.12;  PG 3: 429c; “τὰ 
ἱεραρχικά” (the hierarchical [sc. procedures, or for that matter every noun mentioned 
previously]) in  EH III,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 80.1;  PG 3: 425a. Another alternative, the 
“ἱεραρχικαὶ (. . .) ἱερουργίαι” (hierarchical sacred workings) in e.g.  EH III.12,  Heil 
and Ritter 2012 : 92.3–4;  PG 3: 441c, reminds us of the pagan “theurgy” (θεουργία), 
suffused with Neoplatonic philosophy first by Iamblichus, for which see infra, n. 62. 
See also the variants of “ἱεραρχικὴ τελεσιουργία” (hierarchical initiating rite) in  EH 
IV,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 95.17;  PG 3: 473a, and “τελειωτικὴ ἱερουργία” (perfecting 
sacred working) in  ibid .: 95.19;  PG 3: 473b. 
 38  Cf. “τὸ θεομίμητον” in e.g.  CH III.1,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 17.5;  PG 3: 164d;  CH 
III.2,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 18.15;  PG 3: 165b, and  CH XIII.3,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 
45.20;  PG 3: 301c. 
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 39  In my terminology I consciously avoid entering into the debate of Neoplatonic 
emanation versus Christian creation. The main reason is that, although I have not 
found any evidence in support of emanationism in Dionysius, the author seems to 
consciously avoid entering into the aforementioned debate either. Instead he uses 
terminology such as “production” (παραγωγή); cf. e.g.  DN II.11,  Suchla 1990 : 
136.3;  PG 3: 649b and  DN I.5,  Suchla 1990 : 117.15;  PG 3: 593d (adding here the 
noun “ὑπόστασις”/subsistence), as well as nn. 20 and 121 from Pavlos’ chapter in 
this volume. On the Dionysian “procession” (πρόοδος) see  Vasilakis 2014 : 208, n. 19 
and 219–220, nn. 50–52. 
 40  I am borrowing the expression “ὁ πατρικὸς ὅρμος” from Proclus; cf. his  Theologia 
Platonica , vol. 1: 302.23–24, and vol. 4: 43.19; 64.24; 77.20 (Saffrey-Westerink), as 
well as  Van den Berg 2000 . 
 41  Dionysius uses erotic terminology in his  Hierarchies , too. See the following examples 
from  EH I.3,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 66.14–15;  PG 3: 376a (“πρὸς θεὸν . . . ἀγάπησις”: 
upwards love);  EH I.5,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 67.19–20;  PG 3: 376d (“ἐρῶντες τῆς 
τῶν μετ’ αὐτοὺς ἀναγωγῆς”: downwards love);  EH II.2,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 70.11; 
 PG 3: 393b (“ἀγαπήσας”: upwards);  EH VIIa,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 130.10;  PG 
3: 565c (“ἔρωτι θείῳ”: upwards);  EH V.6,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 113.10–12;  PG 
3: 513b (“ἐραστὸς . . . ταῖς ὁμοταγέσι . . . τάξεσι . . . ἐρῶν τῶν ὁμοειδῶν νοῶν καὶ 
πρὸς αὐτῶν ἀντερώμενος . . . ἐπ’ ἀλλήλοις ἐραστὴν εὐφροσύνην”: a case of hori-
zontal eros, between beings of the same stratum, although the structure of a single 
stratum is another story; “ἀντέρως,” as loving response, is used by Plato in his erotic 
dialogue,  Phaedrus 222e1. Cf.  Vasilakis 2014 : 115, n. 74). Regarding the connec-
tion between hierarchy and love (in both directions) see also  Riggs 2009 ,  Terezis 
and Panagopoulos 2009 , as well as  Perl 2013 . I agree with almost every point of 
Perl’s, except for his view ( ibid .: 24) that the metaphysics of hierarchy is more fully 
presented in the  DN than in  CH / EH .  DN forms the starting, as well as focal, point of 
 Menelaou 2017 , too. 
 42  Cf.  Vasilakis 2014 : 234–248. That Socrates in only a “medium” entity, whereas Christ 
is perfect God (and man) is the basic difference between the Dionysian hierarchy and 
the Socratic providential/educational love with which Proclus deals in the  Alcibi-
ades’ Commentary . Cf. also  Vasilakis 2017 : 409–410, n. 13, while for the connection 
between Proclus and Dionysius in this respect see Pallis 2017: 288. 
 43  Cf. Drăgulin 1979. Since I do not read Romanian, what I know about this book I 
owe to  Meyendorff 1980 . It is to his credit that despite disliking Dionysius he wrote 
this sober review, and to the credit of Rorem that, although in  Luibheid and Rorem 
 1987 there is almost no reference to any Orthodox scholar (or Byzantine Father), he 
included this valuable reference ( ibid .: 198, n. 11; the reference in  ibid .: 155, n. 47 to 
 Louth 1981 must be from the time the latter was an Anglican priest). 
 44  Cf.  DN III.2,  Suchla 1990 : 140.3–4;  PG 3: 681a. Historical fiction is different to 
spiritual indebtedness. 
 45  “συνεργίαν”: cf.  CH III.3,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 19.22;  PG 3: 168a, and  CH III.2, 
 Heil and Ritter 2012 : 18.16;  PG 3: 165b (“Θεοῦ συνεργόν” γενέσθαι), as well as 1 
Cor 3:9. Cooperating with God means being in harmony with God’s creation, hence 
in  CH I.3,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 9.9;  PG 3: 124a, Dionysius calls the human hierar-
chy “συλλειτουργόν” (colleague of the sacred ministry, according to  Lampe 1961 , ad 
lem.) of the celestial one. 
 46  “θιασῶται”: cf.  CH II.1,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 9.16;  PG 3: 136d;  CH III.2,  Heil and 
Ritter 2012 : 18.2;  PG 3: 165a. According to  LSJ the principal meaning of θίασος in 
Classical Greek is that of a “ Bacchic revel .” 
 47  Dionysius,  CH III.2,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 18.3–6;  PG 3: 165a. 
 48  Although Dionysius’ Greek has “θεσμούς” here, the cognate “θέμις” of Plato,  Tim . 
30a6–7 seems relevant, especially in light of what comes in my text. Cf. also Diony-
sius’ use of the cognate “θεμιτόν” in  CH III.2,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 18.5–7;  PG 3: 
165a. 
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 49  Alternative translation, which does not betray the etymology, though: “superabundantly.” 
 50  Cf.  Tim . 29e1–3. 
 51  According to  TLG , the adverb “ἀφθόνως,” always in the above sense, comes up seven 
times in Proclus’ works; see for instance,  El. theol ., prop. 122, l.11 ( Dodds 1963 ); 
 Theol. Plat . 6: 23.2;  In Alc. 90.23. 
 52  See another instance in Dionysius:  EH II.3,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 75.4–7;  PG 3: 400b. 
 53  See  CH XIII.3,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 46.1–5;  PG 3: 301d, with the third definition of 
hierarchy in  CH III.3,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 19.21–20.2;  PG 3: 168a–b. 
 54  Another cognate of the previous passage’s “θεσμοί”; for the latter see also  EH V.4, 
 Heil and Ritter 2012 : 106.24–25;  PG 3: 504c and the relevant entry in the short Dio-
nysian lexicon included in  Terezis and Petridou 2017 : 110. 
 55  Or supernatural, as Dionysius adds in  CH III.3,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 19.23–20.1;  PG 
3: 168a; cf. an analogous move in Proclus,  El. theol ., prop. 122, 9. 
 56  Cf.  CH III.2,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 18.11;  PG 3: 165b, as well as  Louth 1989 : 67 and 
 Ivanovic 2011 : 40. 
 57  Its translation as “understanding” in order to denote a knowledge that is firmly 
grounded is justified by the fruitful scholarly debate about the use of the term in Plato 
and Aristotle. Cf.  Burnyeat 2012 . 
 58  See  CH III.3,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 19.9–14;  PG 3: 165d. 
 59  Dionysius,  CH III.3,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 19.12–14;  PG 3: 165d. 
 60  Dionysius,  CH III.3,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 19.19;  PG 3: 168a; cf. also the con-
tinuation in  ibid .: 20–21;  PG 3: 168a: “τοὺς δὲ τελεσιουργοὺς ὡς ἐπιστημονικοὺς 
τῆς τελεστικῆς μεταδόσεως τελεῖν τοὺς τελουμένους τῇ πανιέρῳ μυήσει τῆς τῶν 
ἐποπτευθέντων ἱερῶν ἐπιστήμης.” 
 61  Here we can draw a parallel to the Cappadocian idea that theoretical knowledge of 
God (which should be acquired by the recipient in the hierarchical case) corresponds 
to virtuous practical action (in the mediator). Cf.  Kobusch 2017 : 164. 
 62  I have already referred to “hierurgy” (ἱερουργία) supra, in n. 37. Regarding the 
Dionysian notion of theurgy see e.g.  EH III.5,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 84.18 and 21; 
 PG 3: 432b and  EH IV.12,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 103.2–4, 16–18 and 21–22;  PG 
3: 484d–485b with  Stock 2008 : 152–170; concerning its differences from pagan 
Neoplatonic theurgy see  Louth 1986 : 432–435. See also  Burns 2004 with further 
bibliography, as well as a fine insistence on the person and activity of Christ as 
a central difference between Proclus and Dionysius ( ibid .: 127–128, 132), which 
is of course a central aspect of Pavlos’ contribution on Dionysian theurgy to this 
volume. 
 63  Cf.  EH V.3,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 106.17–22;  PG 3: 504b–c. 
 64  For proponents see e.g.  Vanneste 1959 from Roman Catholic side and archimandrite 
 Sophrony 2016 : passim. from the Orthodox one. (I thank Dimitrios Pallis for dis-
cussing with me this point and suggesting bibliography here and elsewhere.) Pro-
ponents of the experiential side of the Areopagite are for instance  Lossky 1968 and 
 Yannaras 2005 , who gives a Palamite interpretation of the Areopagite (i.e. befitting 
saint Gregory Palamas’ theology, 1296–1359), and attributes the intellectualist read-
ing to Western/scholastic figures, such as Thomas Aquinas (1225–1274). 
 65  See for instance Revelation 4:4 and 8; 5:6;  Golitzin 2013 : 16–17; (Metropolitan Kal-
listos)  Ware 2011 : 233, speaking “of the Divine Liturgy as ‘heaven in earth’”;  Brad-
shaw 2015 : especially n. 28 with further bibliography. 
 66  See e.g.  CH VII.1,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 27.8–9;  PG 3: 205b: “[T]he first of the heav-
enly hierarchies is sacredly performed by the most exalted substances” (ἡ πρώτη τῶν 
οὐρανίων ἱεραρχιῶν πρὸς τῶν ὑπερτάτων οὐσιῶν ἱερουργεῖται. In Dionysius’ idiom 
the agent is usually denoted by the πρός + gen. construction, instead of the more com-
mon ὑπό + gen.). If something is sacredly performed, then this would be a mystery of 
the Church, a sacred activity and rite; compare the formulations in  EH III,  Heil and 
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Ritter 2012 : 80.5–6;  PG 3: 425b;  CH VI.1,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 26.1–2 and 5–6;  PG 
3: 200c. See also supra, nn. 37, 62, 63. 
 67  Cf.  Luibheid and Rorem 1987 : 165, n.79 and the longer n.75,  ibid .: 163. 
 68  Dionysius,  CH VII.3,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 30.22–31.5;  PG 3: 209c–d. The context 
relates to the first/highest celestial order. 
 69  See  Andreopoulos forthcoming , which is on a par with the monastic reading of hiero-
monk (and now Archbishop Alexander)  Golitzin 1994 , one of Areopagite’s most pro-
found interpreters. See  Newheiser 2010 for some critique, as well as the more recent 
contribution of  Golitzin 2013 : passim, e.g. 16, 17, 25, 28, 40, 44, 50. 
 70  Cf.  Andreopoulos forthcoming : (4, 6); cf. also Pallis 2017: 297. 
 71  Cf. the Platonic use in  Rep . VI, 511d4 and 501a9 (τὸ δοξαστόν). 
 72  Cf.  Andreopoulos forthcoming : (5). 
 73  Cf.  Louth 1986 : 438, speaking though only in the context of  EH , and Ivanovic 2011: 
42. Within this line of interpretation it has also been proposed that “Sacramental The-
ology” would be a better translation for the title of the work. Cf.  Andreopoulos forth-
coming : (3).  Rorem 2015 has a totally different reading. For criticism of the latter 
see  Golitzin 2013 : xxxii, xxxvi, 34–36. For a history of the development of Christian 
Orthodox worship, mainly liturgical, see  Rentel 2006 . 
 74  In this way an understanding of intellectualist brand is subsumed in the ritual, i.e. 
liturgical, component mentioned above. For such a rich understanding of “under-
standing”, see also infra, n. 77. Let us not forget that Christ is not only the Truth 
(“ἀλήθεια” according to John 14:6), but also Love made flesh (cf. 1 John 4:8–9; cf. 
also in the list of  DN I.6,  Suchla 1990 : 118.11–119.1;  PG 3: 596a–b). He is not a mere 
intellectual object of knowledge, but a Lover, who issues an erotic call to His beloved 
cosmos, becoming himself the Beloved (cf. 1 John 4:19). In this sense, one gets to 
know another person deeply, only when he/she genuinely loves her/him. It is in this 
much richer erotic framework that John speaks of knowledge, and I suggest that the 
same we should do for Dionysius, too (whether the noun in question is “γνῶσις” or 
“ἐπιστήμη”). After all, Dionysius examines the divine name of Eros (Love) in chapter 4 
of  DN , while he gets to “intellectual” names later, in chapter 7. 
 75  Cf.  DN III.2,  Suchla 1990 : 139.17–18 and 140.3–4;  PG 3: 681a. 
 76  Dionysius,  DN II.9,  Suchla 1990 : 134.1–2;  PG 3: 648b: “. . . οὐ μόνον μαθὼν ἀλλὰ 
καὶ παθὼν τὰ θεῖα . . . ”. See also de Andia 2006.  Golitzin 2013 : 34, interprets the 
formula as “‘suffering’ the mystery of the Incarnation”; cf. also  ibid .: 40 (on Moses). 
In any case, I take this formula as an apt manifestation of Dionysian “understanding.” 
 77  There could be three more candidates here, but I will not discuss them: the “Legal” 
hierarchy, i.e. the hierarchy we find in the Old Testament which in linear (non-vertical) 
terms of time antedates the ecclesial hierarchy that was inaugurated with Christ’s 
incarnation. See e.g.  EH V.1,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 105.3–106.3;  PG 3: 501b–504a; 
the internal hierarchy of soul from  Ep . 8, 3–4,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 182.3–184.2 (cf. 
 CH X.3,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 40.23–41.4;  PG 3: 273c), reminiscent of the Platonic 
 Republic ’s analogy between city and soul (compare however  Golitzin 2013 : 17–18, 
21–24); finally, the ontological chain from soulless beings up to humans and angels, 
which we could call “cosmic hierarchy,” though Dionysius himself does not apply the 
word in this way. See  CH IV.1,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 20.11–19;  PG 3: 177c–d, and cf. 
for confirmation  Biriukov 2015 : 83–84. 
 78  Cf.  Ivanovic 2011 : 29, and  Luibheid and Rorem 1987 : 195, n. 2. 
 79  Dionysius,  EH VI.5,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 119.8–15;  PG 3: 536d–537a. 
 80  “ἡ καθ’ ἡμᾶς ἱεραρχία”: cf. also  EH I.1,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 63.3;  PG 3: 369a. For 
 Golitzin 2013 : 25 this is the “church at worship,” i.e. liturgy; cf. also  Golitzin 2003 : 186. 
 81  Cf. e.g.  CH VIII.2,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 35.21–25;  PG 3: 241c. 
 82  An exceptional case where a plural is used for the human hierarchy, too. Cf. also 
 Luibheid and Rorem 1987 : 171, n. 100. 
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 83  Dionysius,  CH IX.2,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 37.3–11;  PG 3: 260a–b. 
 84  Dionysius was so fond of inventing names, starting with his own, that he did not take 
rest by interpreting biblical names of God in the  DN , but went on to this project in his 
 Hierarchies . 
 85  This ascription, which is Dionysius’ coinage, too (cf.  Louth 1986 : 437), is frequently 
used in  CD ; see e.g.  EH I.5,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 67.17;  PG 3: 376d. 
 86  See a word-play in  CH VII.2,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 29.19;  PG 3: 208d. Dionysius 
liked linguistic jokes, too; in  CH II.2,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 11.4;  PG 3: 137d, the 
mention of the noun in the formula “ὀρνιθεία ἀγελαρχία” (principal flock of birds) 
has in it grammatical, structural and sound similarities with “ἱεραρχία.” 
 87  See  CH VII.2,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 29.24;  PG 3: 209a. 
 88  See  CH IV.3,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 22.19;  PG 3: 181a. Only in  CH XI.2,  Heil and Rit-
ter 2012 : 42.7–8;  PG 3: 285a, does it not refer to God, but to the hierarchy in question, 
especially its order. 
 89  See  CH VIII.1,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 33.22;  PG 3: 240b. 
 90  In the same manner, due to being source of the characteristics of the angelic group 
named “Dominions” (κυριότητες), Deity is called “κυριαρχία” (Principle of domin-
ion) in  CH VIII.1,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 33.4;  PG 3: 237c. 
 91  See  Ep. 9, 2,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 200.5–8;  PG 3: 1108d,  Dodds 1963 : prop. 65 and 
 Vasilakis 2014 : 210–212. 
 92  For the significance that Dionysius attaches to St John “the Divine,” addressee of the 
last (10th)  Epistle of  CD , see  Golitzin 2013 : 1–6. See a complementary perspective in 
 Vasilakis 2014 : 247, n. 135 and  Vasilakis 2017 : 410, n. 13. 
 93  Hebrews 4:14/5:5 calls Him “Archpriest” (ἀρχιερεύς); see also infra, n. 99. The Dio-
nysian passage to be cited has direct references to this Pauline text. Like with Diony-
sius I avoid calling its author pseudo-Paul; for this Epistle’s authorship see  Criswell 
2013 . 
 94  Dionysius,  EH V.5,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 112.8–15;  PG 3: 512c–d. Cf. Hebrews 5:5–6 
(my translation of the biblical excerpts). 
 95  Cf.  ΕΗ V.5,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 107.16–17;  PG 3: 505b. He is its principle, as 
already noted; cf.  EH I.1,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 63.12–64.1;  PG 3: 372a, and the full 
form in  EH I.2,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 65.20–21;  PG 3: 373b. 
 96  This could be an orthodox way towards understanding the supposedly infamous 
“θεανδρικὴ ἐνέργεια” (God-man activity) of  Ep . 4,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 161.9;  PG 
3: 1072c. See also the remarks by  Golitzin 2013 : 43–44. 
 97  Tsagdis unpublished makes many interesting connections with contemporary conti-
nental philosophy. Compare Dionysius’ reception by Aquinas in  Hankey 1997 and 
 Hankey forthcoming , with the bibliography in n. 1. 
 98  There might be a word-play here between the terms hierarch and archpriest, since 
both are composite of words with identical root (ἱερός/ἱερεύς and ἄρχων/ἀρχή), but 
each time in the inverse order of composition. 
 99  So, also the hierarch functions as a specific image of Christ (cf. e.g.  EH II.2,  Heil and 
Ritter 2012 : 70.2–3;  PG 3: 393a) and both the angels and the theologians or hierarchs 
can be already called “gods” (cf.  CH XII.3, 43.12–19;  PG 3: 293b). 
 100  With regard to the hierarch see  CH XII.1,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 42.15;  PG 3: 292c; cf. 
 EH VII.7,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 127.16–18; PG 3: 561c, Mal 2:7, Rv e.g. 2:1 and 8. 
Regarding Christ see  CH IV.4,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 24.1–4;  PG 3: 181d. Cf. Isa 9:6. 
 101  See various examples in  CH VIII.2,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 34.25–35.3;  PG 3: 241a; 
 CH XIII.3,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 46.19–21;  PG 3: 304b;  CH XIII.4,  Heil and Ritter 
2012 : 48.22–49.2;  PG 3: 305c–d and  ibid .: 49.8–10;  PG 3: 308a. 
 102  For a philosophical approach to “angeletics,” as has been termed, see  Capurro and 
Holgate 2011 , with a nice piece on Plotinus by  Stamatellos 2011 . 
 103  Perczel 2015 : 218–219 notes that inserting between Paul and Dionysius the 
medium of another master, i.e. Hierotheus, is an “anomaly.” Here we may consider 
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that in the first sacrament to be described in  EH chapter 2, Baptism (or “divine 
birth” – “θεία γέννησις,” according to Dionysius’ terminology; cf. e.g.  EH II.1, 
 Heil and Ritter 2012 : 69.7;  PG 3: 392b, and  Luibheid and Rorem 1987 : 201, n. 21) 
we find this triple scheme again (especially  ibid .: chapters 2.II and III). The con-
vert to be baptised has an “ἀνάδοχος” (sponsor), who, as another mediator, leads 
him, so to speak, to the Hierarch, symbolising the Church. This setting is an image 
of the hierarchy, when the person baptised is already a member, albeit the “lowest” 
one, of the Church. Yet again, the hierarch and generally the priestly order lead the 
way to God. 
 104  Cf. also  CH XV.1,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 50.13–51.1;  PG 3: 328a, with  Luibheid and 
Rorem 1987 : 182, n. 126; 176, n. 116. 
 105  Thus, “φιλόθεον” (used only as adjective, not as noun, in the seven times it appears in 
 CD : cf. e.g. the ascription to Melchisedek in  CH IX.3,  Heil and Ritter 2012 : 38.15 and 
17;  PG 3: 261a, mentioned supra) becomes the answer to God’s “φιλανθρωπία.” Note 
also that the supposed recipient of the main treatises of the Corpus ( DN / MT / CH / EH ) 
is a priest called Timothy (Τιμόθεος: the one who honours God, and therefore loves 
Him), like the recipient of two of Paul’s Epistles (whose name has a resemblance with 
one of the main, even if absent, characters of the  Symposium , Diotima: Διοτίμα, i.e. 
the honour of Zeus). 
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this represents an innovative attempt to leap over the logical constraints of the 
genus-species-individual relationship and establish commonality on a different 
metaphysical basis. And Maximus’ originality consists in the identification of this 
metaphysical foundation with the Christian theory of the creation of the world. 
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 We can enjoy an identity with God that exceeds participation only because God 
himself is more than a mere essence or energy. Christ revealed as much in person. 
His ecstasy as and into us invites ours as and into him. As the Apostle said, we 
shall become “one flesh” (Col 1:18; Eph 5:30–31). 75 
 Conclusion 
 I have sought to demonstrate that and how the logics of  perichōrēsis and Neo-
platonic participation differ.  perichōrēsis ’s trinitarian origins brand it with three 
crucial marks: [1] there is an ineffable identity of two entities; [2] the two thus 
identified penetrate each other completely; [3] and yet even in this actual inter-
penetration they preserve their respective modal integrities perfectly intact. The 
Christological application adds a fourth, more stunning feature: [4] that the three 
prior marks can characterise even a  vertical perichōrēsis between naturally 
superior and inferior modes of existence. That Maximus dares apply vertical 
 perichōrēsis to the creature’s deified state – its full return to God – shows that he 
does not think its logic confined to the Christ event but rather indicative of the 
God-world relation itself. 
 Whether this view evacuates the historical Incarnation of its primacy, or on 
the contrary proves that event so primary that it can incorporate the very partic-
ularity of all events remains an open question for systematic and philosophical 
theology. Less open, I think, is the exegetical observation that Maximus con-
ceives perichoretic logic as surpassing (and thus not simply negating) the logic 
of Neoplatonic participation, and that he envisions the former as ultimately 
governing the latter. How and why he might have come to such a conviction – 
what, I mean, were the precise influences and historical circumstances that 
could have occasioned such a profound view of the God-world relation – I 
leave for another study. 
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θεὸς ἐν τοῖς ἐν αὐτῷ διὰ τῶν ἀρετῶν περιπατοῦσίν ἐστιν, ἀληθῶς φῶς γενομένοις. 
Ὥσπερ οὖν τὸ κατὰ μέθεξιν φῶς, ὡς οἱ ἅγιοι πάντες διὰ φιλοθεΐαν ἐν τῷ κατ’ οὐσίαν 
γίνονται φωτί, οὕτω τὸ κατ’ οὐσίαν ἐν τῷ κατὰ μέθεξιν φωτὶ διὰ φιλανθρωπίαν γίνεται 
φῶς. Ἐὰν οὖν ἐσμεν κατὰ τὴν ἀρετὴν καὶ τὴν γνῶσιν ὡς ἐν φωτί τῷ θεῷ, καὶ αὐτὸς 
ὁ θεός, ὡς φῶς, ἐν φωτί ἐστιν ἐν ἡμῖν. Ὁ γὰρ φύσει φῶς ὁ θεός ἐν τῷ μιμήσει γίνεται 
φωτί, ὡς ἐν εἰκόνι ἀρχέτυπον.” 
 64  Whole verse: “Ἐὰν δὲ ἐν τῷ φωτὶ περιπατῶμεν ὡς αὐτὸς ἐστιν ἐν τῷ φωτί, κοινωνίαν 
ἔχομεν μετ’ ἀλλήλων καὶ τὸ αἷμα Ἰησοῦ τοῦ υἱοῦ αὐτοῦ καθαρίζει ἡμᾶς ἀπὸ πάσης 
ἁμαρτίας” (1 John 1:7;  SBLGNT ). 
 65  Maximus,  Amb. Io . 41.5;  Amb. Io . 48.7;  Amb. Io . 53.3;  Q. Thal . 40.8. 
 66  Nor is it, say, an abbreviated version of Proclus’s unparticipated-participable-
participated triad (cf.  El. theol . props. 23–24), for at least two reasons. The first and 
most obvious is that those technical terms do not appear in this passage. But second 
and more importantly, the logic does not either, since for Proclus the “unparticipated” 
term is precisely what is  not in the participated because it is “prior to the many” (prop. 
24,  Dodds 1963 : 28: “τὸ μέν ἐστιν ἓν πρὸ τῶν πολλῶν”). Here, though, “God Himself, 
as light, is in us who are light.” It is true that we never become identical to the divine 
essence (cf.  infra , n. 73), but the Christian God is not simply an essence. This God is 
rather an essence that is tri-hypostatic, so that the second hypostasis can himself be 
the non-natural mediator of the divine essence to those who are essentially not God. A 
better candidate for Maximus’s potential use of Proclus’s triad is  Th. oec . 1.49,  PG 90, 
1101 (and really 1.48–50 as a whole), but see the careful qualifications of  Greig 2017 : 
144–147, esp. the suggestion that Maximus’s “eternal works,” which are not self-
subsistent like Proclus’s participated terms, could “constitute a new ontological category 
for participated entities” (148, n. 26). In other words, the transition from the cause’s 
transcendent power (as unparticipated) to the effect’s immanent power (as participated 
by the participant) does not operate as Proclus’s triad must, even if the triadic structure 
itself persists in Maximus. That makes sense if the transition – indeed the procession – 
comes through a divine hypostasis rather than a higher nature’s modal limitation. 
 67  Gen 1:26–27. So Clement of Alexandria,  Pr. 9.87; Evagrius,  Letter to Melania 62, 
 Letter to Anatolius 18.61; Diadochus of Photice,  De perfectione spirituali 89,  PG 65, 
1203c–d (Latin). 
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 68  Maximus,  Car . 3.25;  Amb .  Io . 7.21; cf.  Q. Thal . 53.3 and 6. 
 69  Maximus,  Amb .  Io . 21.15,  PG 91: 1253d, my modifications and emphasis: “Τὸ δὲ 
Εὐαγγέλιον εἰκόνα κέκτηται τῶν ἀληθῶν . . . δι’ ἧς τοὺς τὴν εὐαγγελικὴν ἑλομένους 
ζωὴν ἀκραιφνῆ καὶ ἀκίβδηλον διὰ τῆς τῶν ἐντολῶν ἀκριβοῦς ἐργασίας, τὴν τῶν 
μελλόντων ἀγαθῶν ὁμοιότητα κτησαμένους, ἑτοίμους ὁ Λόγος δι’ ἐλπίδος καθίστησι 
τῇ παραδοχῇ τῆς τῶν ἀληθῶν ἀρχετυπίας ψυχωθῆναι καὶ γενέσθαι ζώας εἰκόνας 
Χριστοῦ, καὶ ταὐτὸν αὐτῷ μᾶλλον κατὰ τὴν χάριν ἢ ἀφομοίωμα, τυχὸν δὲ καὶ αὐτὸς ὁ 
Κύριος, εἰ μὴ φορτικὸς ὁ λόγος τισὶν εἶναι δοκεῖ.” 
 70  Aristotle,  Pol. 1453b11, for instance, which Ayroulet also correlates with the meta-
physics of first and second  ousia at  Cat . 2a 11–23; so  Ayroulet 2013 : 42: “Dans le pla-
tonisme, les Idées archétypales existent en soi et précèdent dans l’existence les images 
qui en sont les copies, que ce soit dans le monde sensible ou dans l’art qui imite le 
sensible. Chez Aristote, au contraire, il semble que le prototype n’existe pas en tant que 
les mais seulement dans la μίμησις actualisée dans l’image.” He says Aristotle’s view 
implies “une simultanéité existentielle entre le modèle et l’image” (77), and applies 
this insight to Maximus later (148, 296). 
 71  Dionysius,  EH 1.3, Heil and Ritter 1991: 66, ll.12–13, my translation: “ἡ δὲ θέωσις 
ἐστίν ἡ πρὸς θεὸν ὡς ἐφικτὸν ἀφομοίωσίς τε καὶ ἕνωσις”; cf. Proclus,  Theol. Plat . VI.3. 
 72  Maximus,  Myst . 24,  CCSG 69, 58;  Q. Thal. 59.8,  CCSG 22, 53;  Q. Thal. 25.5;  Amb .  Io . 
41.5,  passim . 
 73  Maximus,  Amb .  Io . 41.5,  PG 91, 1308b–c, my emphasis: “Καὶ τέλος ἐπὶ πᾶσι τούτοις, 
καὶ κτιστὴν φύσιν τῇ ἀκτίστῳ δι’ ἀγάπης ἑνώσας (ὢ τοῦ θαύματος τῆς περὶ ἡμᾶς 
τοῦ Θεοῦ φιλανθρωπίας) ἓν καὶ ταὐτὸν δείξειε κατὰ τὴν ἕξιν τῆς χάριτος, ὅλος ὅλῳ 
περιχωρήσας ὁλικῶς τῷ Θεῷ, καὶ γενόμενος πᾶν εἴ τί πέρ ἐστιν ὁ Θεός, χωρὶς τῆς κατ’ 
οὐσίαν ταὐτότητος, καὶ ὅλον αὐτὸν ἀντιλαβὼν ἑαυτοῦ τὸν Θεόν. . . .” 
 74  Maximus,  Amb .  Io . 10.9, modified: “Φασὶ γὰρ ἀλλήλων εἶναι παραδείγματα τὸν 
Θεὸν καὶ τὸν ἄνθρωπον, καὶ τοσοῦτον τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ τὸν Θεὸν διὰ φιλανθρωπίαν 
ἀνθρωπίζεσθαι, ὅσον ὁ ἄνθρωπος ἑαυτὸν τῷ Θεῷ δι’ ἀγάπης δυνηθεὶς ἀπεθέωσε, καὶ 
τοσοῦτον ὑπὸ Θεοῦ τὸν ἄνθρωπον κατὰ νοῦν ἁρπάζεσθαι πρὸς τὸ ἄγνωστον, ὅσον ὁ 
ἄνθρωπος τὸν ἀόρατον φύσει Θεὸν διὰ τῶν ἀρετῶν ἐφανέρωσεν.” 
 75  Maximus,  Myst . 24,  CCSG 69, 59–60. 
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as what we can and cannot know belongs to a discussion of natures and causation – 
it is much more a look into the past at how we came to be and the limitations of 
our nature. To talk of knowledge for Maximus, is to talk inescapably of relation-
ship, love, freedom, and will – God is a who and can be known personally. For 
Proclus, these are ultimately all concepts that are incompatible with the oneness, 
simplicity, impassibility, and immovability of the One. Not only then is there a 
fundamental incompatibility between the philosophical positions of Proclus and 
Maximus on knowledge, but the very nature of the validity of such a comparison 
is called into question when their terminology and conceptions of the divine itself 
are so radically different. 
 Notes 
 1  Bathrellos 2013 . 
 2  For a discussion of this in relation to Dionysius, see Pavlos’ chapter on  Theurgy in 
Dionysius the Areopagite , and Vasilakis’  On  the Meaning of Hierarchy in Dionysius 
the Areopagite , in this volume. 
 3  Proclus,  El. theol . prop. 6. Hereafter the proposition number is used directly in the text. 
 4  Proclus,  El. theol. prop. 50;  Dodds 1963 : 49. 
 5  Bathrellos 2013 : 119. 
 6  E.g. Ps 90:2; Ps 102:27; Deut 6:4; Deut 33:27; Num 23:19; Isa 40:28. 
 7  Maximus,  Th. oec . I.1,  PG 90: 1084a;  Berthold 1985 : 129. Cf. also a passage very 
similar to Proclus’ in identifying multiplicity as contrary to the simplicity of God ( Th. 
oec. I.83,  PG 90: 1118a–c). It is worth noting however, that a partner chapter opens 
the second century, clearly intended to mirror I.1, in which Maximus describes God 
as “entirely monad an entirely triad” and gives an extended section on the unity of the 
Trinity:  Th. oec . II.1,  PG 90: 1124d–1125c. 
 8  Maximus,  Th. oec . I.10,  PG 90: 1085d–1088a;  Berthold 1985 : 130. 
 9  Bathrellos 2013 : 123–124. 
 10  Maximus,  Amb .  Th . 1.3,  PG 91: 1036c;  Louth 1996 : 170. 
 11  Maximus,  Amb .  Io . 7.24,  PG 91: 1085b;  Constas 2014 : 109. Although following this 
part of the sentence, Maximus goes on to say that God knows creatures according to 
His will, which, as we will come on to, is very different to Proclus’ position. 
 12  Bathrellos 2013 : 124. 
 13  Dodds 1963 : 264. Dodds points to the passages: Plato,  Leg. 903e, and Plotinus,  Enn . 
IV.3.13 and 24. 
 14  When talking here and elsewhere about any deity “not willing” for Proclus, I mean that 
the activity has not been consciously willed, and that it occurs by necessity of nature. I 
do not mean that the activity is occurring  against the will of the divine. 
 15  Tollefsen argues that for Proclus, although the cosmos has a first cause, it does not 
have a beginning in time, and thus the cosmos should not strictly be considered to have 
a beginning at all. See Tollefsen’s chapter  Proclus, Philoponus, and Maximus: The 
Paradigm of the World and Temporal Beginning , in this volume (p. 101). 
 16  Maximus,  Amb .  Io . 7.24,  PG 91: 1085b–c;  Constas 2014 : 109. 
 17  Proclus tells us in prop. 167 that the Nous knows itself as one, and not as the multiple 
intelligences that it causes. 
 18  Maximus’ use ( Amb. Io. 7.24,  PG 91: 1085a) of the word προορισμοί (predetermina-
tions), comes from Dionysius,  DN V.8,  Suchla 1990 : 188.8;  PG 3: 824c. 
 19  Bathrellos 2013 : 122–123. 
 20  God willing creation into being has providential importance not only for the rea-
sons discussed here and below, but also because each creature is willed into being at 
their apportioned time, in accordance with the  logoi intended for them. On this, see 
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Tollefsen’s chapter  Proclus, Philoponus, and Maximus: The Paradigm of the World 
and Temporal Beginning, in this volume (p. 105).
 21  Bathrellos 2013 : 123. 
 22  Maximus,  Th. oec . I.70,  PG 90: 1110a; cf. 1 Cor 13:12. Here Maximus is likely build-
ing on the eschatological passage of Dionysius,  DN I.4,  Suchla 1990 : 114.7–115.5;  PG 
3: 592c. 
 23  Maximus,  Amb .  Io . 7.12–15,  PG 91: 1077a–d;  Constas 2014 : 93. 
 24  Maximus,  Amb .  Io . 7.25,  PG 91: 1088a;  Bathrellos 2013 : 124. 
 25  See Mateiescu’s chapter  The Doctrine of Immanent Realism in Maximus the Confessor , 
in this volume. 
 26  Maximus,  Amb .  Io . 7.29,  PG 91: 1089c. 
 27  Maximus,  Myst . ch. 5;  Berthold 1985 : 192. 
 28  Maximus,  Amb .  Io . 7.28,  PG 91: 1089b;  Constas 2014 : 115. See also the passage 
quoted earlier from Maximus,  Amb .  Io . 7.12–14,  PG 91: 1077a–b. 
 29  Blowers 1992 : 162. 
 30  Maximus,  Q. Thal .,  CCSG 22: 65.544–547. 
 31  Mitralexis 2014 : 149. 
 32  Maximus  Amb .  Io . 7.9,  PG 91: 1073b. 
 33  Maximus,  Myst . ch. 23 and 24; for a discussion on the tension between acquiring 
divine virtue by free will and by grace in Maximus, see my doctoral thesis “Chap-
ter 4: From Physical to Ethical in the Cosmos of St Maximus” ( Brown Dewhurst 
2017 : 129–164). 
 34  It is the created order that proceeds from the Nous that we are in particular interested 
in, but we can to a certain extent refer to the One in this context also, since the One is 
the origin of all lesser deities, and does not “create” these by an act of will, but by its 
own good nature. Cf.  Chlup 2012 : 62–63. 
 35  Proclus,  El. theol . prop. 122;  Dodds 1963 : 109. 
 36  Whilst this proposition specifically concerns the Henads, which are clearly distinct 
from the One (props. 21 and 116), Proclus in prop. 122 is defending “all that is divine” 
(Πᾶν τὸ θεῖον) from relationality with the created – a concern that applies both to the 
Henads and the One. Proclus also talks about the providence of the One in his  De 
decem dubitationibus circa providentiam ( Boese 1960 : 4.4–25.) 
 37  Eg. See Maximus,  Car. I.23–32,  PG 90: 965a–968a. 
 38  Chlup 2012 : 50. 
 39  Eg. Proclus,  El. theol. prop. 8; Cf.  Chlup 2012 : 50–51. 
 40  Maximus,  Th. oec . I.31,  PG 90: 1093d–1096a;  Berthold 1985 : 134. 
 41  In passages like  Th. oec. I.7 ,  PG 90: 1085b we can see Maximus using a similar 
language to Proclus and calling God above all relation. However, this should be 
understood as referring to a difference between the unknowable divine nature and 
created nature. Relation with God becomes possible through Christ and the Spirit. 
Hence how we are able to participate in God at all when he is imparticipable. As I 
will come on to later, kataphatic and apophatic statements are not contradictory for 
Maximus, but necessary for describing the complexity of the relationship between 
God and His creation. 
 42  Maximus,  Th. oec . II.36,  PG 90: 1098a–b;  Berthold 1985 : 155. 
 43  According to Chlup, the innovation in thinking of the One in this way was a crucial step 
made by Plotinus, since prior to him, most Platonists were happy to talk of the Nous as 
the highest reality.  Chlup 2012 : 49. 
 44  Both in terms of referring to our reasoning faculties, and in terms of coming to know 
the  logoi . 
 45  Natural contemplation is one of the stages of ascetic prayer Maximus adopts from 
Evagrios; it involves contemplating the  logoi of creatures which are God’s will for all 
things within all things. Cf.  Louth 1996 : 35–37. 
 46  Louth 1997 : 42. 
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 47  Gregory Palamas,  The Triads . The distinction between essence and energies allows for 
an understanding of God-in-Godself as beyond all comprehension (essence), whilst 
allowing for real encounter with God through His activity in the world (energies). God’s 
energies truly are Him and thus to participate in them is to participate in God (since 
natures are known by their activity), but they do not circumscribe God’s essence. God’s 
essence is transcendent, whilst His energies are His imminent presence in the world. 
 48  Maximus,  Myst . ch. 5;  Berthold 1985 : 192. 
 49  Maximus,  Th. oec . I.9,  PG 90: 1085c–d;  Berthold 1985 : 130. 
 50  Maximus,  Amb .  Io . 7.10–11,  PG 91: 1076a–b. 
 51  Blowers 1992 : 158–159. 
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Although a more in-depth study of the two lists of virtues is needed, I would sub-
mit that the Plotinian-Porphyrian teaching on the degrees of virtue is very likely 
the direct source of inspiration for the Pontic father. 
 Equally important is the possible connection between Plotinus, Porphyry, and 
Evagrius regarding the concept of “freedom from passion” (ἀπάθεια). It has been 
customary since the studies of Antoine Guillaumont to explain the Evagrian 
term ἀπάθεια as a very clear example of Stoic influence on his thought. 50 In this 
case too, rather than searching for Stoic antecedents, I would suggest comparing 
Evagrius’ use of the term with the extensive treatment of ἀπάθεια in Plotinus’ 
 Enneads (esp.  Enn . I.2. and III.6.) and in Porphyry’s works. 
 From the comparison offered above between Evagrius’ and Porphyry’s theories, 
it has become clear that the two authors explain the formation of passions within 
the framework of Platonic psychology and of Platonic and Aristotelian epistemol-
ogy and ethics. Consequently, it should be possible to explain freedom from 
passions in the exact same framework (and not on the basis of Stoic philosophy). 
To mention only one example, in  Enn . I.2.5, 22–32, Plotinus likens the relation-
ship between the irrational and the rational parts in a purified or “impassible” soul 
to a person who “lives next door to a sage” and gradually becomes like him. This 
comparison only makes sense in the framework of Plato’s tripartite psychology, 
in which the “reasoning” of the two lower parts of the soul can be persuaded – by 
the mere presence of the purified reason – to follow their “master.” This view of 
ἀπάθεια, which differs in key points from Stoic impassibility, appears to be much 
closer to Evagrius’ own Christian understanding of freedom from passions. This 
and all the points of comparison discussed in this chapter (perception, the origin 
of passions, the role of memory, opinion and imagination, the degrees of virtue, 
etc.) strongly suggest that a thorough re-evaluation of Evagrius’ complex relation-
ship with Stoicism and Late Antique Platonism is needed. 
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 2  I have used the following abbreviations for Evagrius’ works:  Cogit. = De malignis 
cogitationibus, ed.  Géhin, Guillaumont and Guillaumont 1998 ;  Disc. =  Capita cic 
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( PG 79: 1145–1164);  Or. =  De oratione , ed.  Géhin 2017 ;  Pract. =  Practicus, ed. 
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2005 : 387). 
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Porphyry. 
 15  Evagrius,  Or. 110;  Sinkewicz 2003 : 205, modified. 
 16  Aristotle,  EN X.7.9, 1178a 6–7. 
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 25  Aristotle,  EN X.4.4, 1174b14. 
 26  Aristotle,  EN X.4.8, 1174b31–33. 
 27  Porphyry,  Sent. 1; Dillon, in  Brisson 2005 : 798. 
 28  Porphyry,  De abst ., I.34.7;  Clark 2000 : 44. 
 29 Cf. also Aristotle,  EN II.5.1–2, 1105b21–24: “By passions I mean desire, anger, fear, 
confidence, envy, joy, friendship, hatred, longing, jealousy, pity, and in general  that 
which is accompanied by pleasure and pain ”. See also Plato,  Tim. 42a–b. 
 30  For a thorough discussion of envy (φθόνος), see Plato,  Phileb . 48b–50a. 
 31  Evagrius,  Eulog . 23;  Sinkewicz 2003 : 49, modified. 
 32  Evagrius,  Pract . 35;  Sinkewicz 2003 : 104. The importance of these passages for 
Evagrius’ teaching on passions has already been pointed out by Antoine  Guillaumont 
2004 : 208–209, and Monica  Tobon 2010 : 144. 
 33  Evagrius,  Pract . 4;  Sinkewicz 2003 : 97. 
 34  Evagrius,  Oct. Spir . 11,  PG 79: 1156d. See  Tobon 2010 : 143. 
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 38  Evagrius,  Cogit . 2;  Sinkewicz 2003 : 154. 
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 One thing is clear. Happiness is not simply bodily pleasure. If an Epicurean 
were to suggest that pleasure is exclusively the result of satisfaction of bodily 
desires, then of course Augustine thinks there are other, nobler kinds of pleasure. 19 
There are higher and better kinds of joy. But Augustine and Epicurus both agree 
that happiness is, from the human point of view, a state of mind. And happiness 
is, for humans, the ultimate end and the best and highest and most valuable good. 
 Hence, to the extent that Augustine is – let’s say – a “classical” eudaimonist, he 
is more Epicurean than Stoic. All things considered he is of course neither, but a 
Christian eudaimonist. In placing Augustine in the Epicurean camp we have had 
to bracket the other-worldly aspects of Augustine’s philosophy. Now if I am right, 
then a careful, unambiguous assessment of Augustine’s position must take into 
account our own stance on those fundamental issues, which underpin his entire 
take on moral philosophy. If we place ourselves among the believers, then what 
Augustine lays out is simply and straightforwardly an (or perhaps “the”) eudai-
monist Christian ethics. If not, his mature position is best described as that of a 
confused and mistaken Epicurean. In any case, his view is eudaimonist. 
 The temptation for an interpreter who applies the perspective of the non-believer 
is to over-emphasise Augustine’s downgrading of pleasure, or physical pleasure 
in particular. Paired with the assumption that such “contempt of the flesh” should 
put him in stark opposition with hedonism (an assumption which, treated with 
care, is correct) leads to the defective conclusion that he must favor some version 
of the Stoic notion of the supreme and intrinsic value of virtue. Whereas from 
Augustine’s own perspective, the Stoic view is deficient in precisely the same 
way as the Epicurean: “It may be supposed that the Stoics live ‘by the rule of 
the spirit,’ because they place man’s highest good in the mind; and what is man’s 
mind, but spirit? But in fact both [Epicureans and Stoics] live ‘by the rule of the 
flesh,’ as divine Scripture uses the expression.” 20 Happiness is the sole ultimate 
goal of moral action and life. The task of the moral philosopher is the elucidation 
of the principles or conditions of the happy life. The Stoic collapses the two con-
cepts of happiness and virtue completely. Being virtuous is being happy. For the 
Epicurean, virtue, and happiness – i.e. pleasure or well-being – are distinct, and 
the former is a means to the latter. For Augustine too, virtue is a means, but hap-
piness is the direct and unmediated communion with God, a relationship which is 
identical to a state of perfect bliss. 
 Notes 
 1  Wolterstorff 2014 . 
 2  Tornau 2015. See also  Rist 2015 , where Wolterstorff’s interpretation is critically 
assessed. A comprehensive overview of Augustine’s ethics can be found in  Kent 2001 . 
 3  This is not to claim that Augustine considered all kinds of self-serving behavior mor-
ally unproblematic or morally indifferent. There are different kinds of self-love, the 
mature Augustine explains. Among these, only some are consistent with moral motiva-
tion, whereas others are clearly pathological and evil. See e.g. O’Donovan’s careful 
discussion in his  1980 . 
 4  Frede 2011 argued that Augustine’s notion of the will in  De libero arbitrio can 
be more or less directly traced back especially to Stoic antecedents. Consequently, 
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Augustine’s moral-psychological outlook as a whole should be seen as closely related 
to that of earlier, pagan philosophers. For a detailed study of Augustine’s engagement 
with Stoic ideas also in his mature works, see  Byers 2011 . 
 5  Augustine,  Lib. arb. 1.12.25 ( CCSL 29, 227): “Voluntas, qua adpetimus recte honeste-
que uiuere et ad summam sapientiam peruenire.” 
 6  For critique of the interpretation that Augustine’s own conception of moral progress is 
consonant with the Neoplatonists’ notion of ascent, see  Williams 2002 and  King 2014 . 
I return to the issue of Augustine’s relation to Stoic ethics below. 
 7  See e.g. Augustine,  Trin. 13.4.7 ( CCSL 50A, 390–391) for the claim that all human 
beings will to be happy – and should so will – in the context of Augustine’s mature 
approach to ethics. 
 8  Annas 1995 : 36–42. 
 9  Annas 1995 : 45. 
 10  Wolterstorff 2014: 48–49. 
 11  Augustine,  Conf . 10.22.32 ( CCSL 27, 172), quoted in Wolterstorff 2014: 52. The 
translation is by R. S. Pine-Coffin in Augustine,  Confessions (London: Penguin, 1984, 
reprint of 1961). “Absit, domine, absit a corde serui tui, qui confitetur tibi, absit, ut, 
quocumque gaudio gaudeam, beatum me putem. Est enim gaudium, quod non datur 
impiis, sed eis, qui te gratis colunt, quorum gaudium tu ipse es. Et ipsa est beata uita, 
gaudere ad te, de te, propter te: ipsa est et non est altera. Qui autem aliam putant esse, 
aliud sectantur gaudium neque ipsum uerum. Ab aliqua tamen imagine gaudii uoluntas 
eorum non auertitur.” 
 12  Augustine,  Lib. arb. 1.13.29 ( CCSL 29, 230–231). “A. Hanc igitur uoluntatem si bona 
itidem uoluntate diligamus atque amplectamur rebusque omnibus, quas retinere non 
quia uolumus possumus, anteponamus, consequenter illae uirtutes, ut ratio docuit, 
animum nostrum incolent, quas habere id ipsum est recte honesteque uiuere. Ex quo 
conficitur ut, quisquis recte honesteque uult uiuere, si id se uelle prae fugacibus bonis 
uelit, adsequatur tantam rem tanta facilitate, ut nihil aliud ei quam ipsum uelle sit 
habere quod uoluit. E. Vere tibi dico, uix me contineo quin exclamem laetitia, repente 
mihi oborto tam magno et tam in facili constituto bono. A. Atqui hoc ipsum gaudium 
quod huius boni adeptione gignitur, cum tranquille et quiete atque constanter erigit ani-
mum, beata uita dicitur; nisi tu putas aliud esse beate uiuere quam ueris bonis certisque 
gaudere.” 
 13  For an illuminating discussion of different ancient approaches to the relation between 
happiness and time (and so between ethics and the conception of a life as a whole), see 
 Emilsson 2015 . 
 14  Augustine,  Conf. 6.16.26 ( CCSL 27, 90). “Nec me reuocabat a profundiore uoluptatum 
carnalium gurgite nisi metus mortis et futuri iudicii tui, qui per uarias quidem opinio-
nes, numquam tamen recessit de pectore meo. Et disputabam cum amicis meis Alypio 
et Nebridio de finibus bonorum et malorum Epicurum accepturum fuisse palmam in 
animo meo, nisi ego credidissem post mortem restare animae vitam et tractus merito-
rum, quod Epicurus credere noluit.” 
 15  Ibid. ( CCSL 27, 90–91). “[I]ta demersus et caecus cogitare non possem lumen hones-
tatis et gratis amplectendae pulchritudinis, quam non uidet oculus carnis, et uidetur ex 
intimo.” As it turns out, the relation between the physical or bodily aspect of a human 
being and Augustine’s Pauline notion of the flesh is a tricky matter. I return to this issue 
below, in the concluding remarks. 
 16  Augustine,  Conf. 6.16.26 ( CCSL 27, 90) “Et quaerebam, si essemus inmortales et in 
perpetua corporis uoluptate sine ullo amissionis terrore uiueremus, cur non essemus 
beati aut quid aliud quaereremus.” 
 17  “And further, how will that opinion be true, which has been so tried, and sifted, and 
thoroughly strained, and is so certain, viz. that all men will to be blessed, if they them-
selves who are already blessed neither will nor do not will to be blessed? Or if they will 
it, as truth proclaims, as nature constrains, in which indeed the supremely good and 
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unchangeably blessed Creator has implanted that will: if, I say, they will to be blessed 
who are blessed, certainly they do not will to be not blessed. But if they do not will not 
to be blessed, without doubt they do not will to be annihilated and perish in regard to 
their blessedness. But they cannot be blessed except they are alive; therefore they do 
not will so to perish in regard to their life. Therefore, whoever are either truly blessed 
or desire to be so, will to be immortal. But he does not live blessedly who has not that 
which he wills. Therefore it follows that in no way can life be truly blessed unless it be 
eternal.” (See  CCSL 50A, 397–398.). 
 18  See  Trin. 13.7.10 ( CCSL 50A, 395). 
 19  Is there, though, any reason to think that the special kind of pleasure which Epicureans 
pursue – the pleasure that is identified with the absence of all pain – is there any reason 
to call this pleasure a pleasure  of the body ? Of this I am not convinced. 
 20  Augustine,  Civ. Dei 14.2 ( CCSL 48, 415). “Stoicis autem, qui summum bonum hominis 
in animo ponunt, secundum spiritum uiuere, quia et hominis animus quid est nisi spiri-
tus? Sed sicut loquitur scriptura diuina, secundum carnem uiuere utrique monstrantur.” 
Trans.  Bettenson 2004 . 
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